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FOREWORD 


Co-belligerents, competitors, or fratricidal brethren? As so often happened 
in the Soviet gulags, Christians of varying denominations and emphases are 
discovering that they have more in common with each other than with the 
secular world that denies God. Indeed, committed "traditional" or 
"orthodox" believers from various denominations have more in common 


with each other than with "liberals," revisionists, and modernists within their 
own groups. As the late Georges Florovsky said when queried why he, an 
Eastern Orthodox refugee from both Communism and Nazism, would turn 
up in an evangelical, even fundamentalist Calvinist circle: "The Christian is 
never a stranger where our blessed Lord is loved and worshiped." 


Roman Catholics and conservative evangelical Protestants often find 
themselves fighting the same enemies. Enemies are those who do not merely 
attack traditional Christian beliefs and what today are called "family values," 
but who wish to ban every expression of faith in God, every trace of the 
moral standards of the Bible, from an increasingly secularistic, self- 
righteous, and-if God's Word is true-self-condemning and doomed society. 


How is it possible that Protestants and Catholics could rally together for the 
same cause? Both have memories and traditions of bitter conflict. 
Protestants can recall the martyrdoms under Queen Mary-"Bloody Mary"-in 
England and the Duke of Alva in the Low Countries; persecutions in 
Germany, Austria, and Spain; the St. Barthelomew's Day massacre in 
France; and even incidents in recent years, in countries where a reactionary 
kind of Catholicism prevailed. But Protestants have not only been victims. 
Where the machinery of the state was in Protestant hands it has frequently 
been employed against Catholics, albeit perhaps less brutally (e.g., England, 
after it became Protestant, Sweden, the North American colonies). Where 
there was no outright persecution, there has often been discrimination; until 
the election of John F. Kennedy in 1960 it was commonly held that no 
Roman Catholic could ever become president of the United States. And we 
must not forget the wars of religion, the terrible Thirty Years' War that 
devastated central Europe being only the longest and most destructive 
example. 


Of course there are misunderstandings that have divided Christendom. 
Catholics do not worship the Pope, and evangelicals do not think that it is 
fine to divorce at will a spouse with whom one is no longer pleased (or, in 
the case of Henry VIII, that king who embarrassingly began the rule of 
Protestantism in England, to cut off her head). But by no means are all the 
differences that divide based on misunderstandings. There are some real and 
fundamental-sounding differences in interpretation and application, where 
each side thinks itself right, but where the final and conclusive word is not 


apt to be pronounced until judgment day. In addition, some of the 
misunderstandings are all but impossible to clear away, because both sides 
have a long tradition of commitment to them and investment in them. 
Nevertheless, when all is said and done, evangelical Protestants and 
traditionalist, believing Roman Catholics have so many convictions and 
commitments in common that it would be foolish as well as wrong in the 
sight of the One whom we all claim as our Lord Jesus Christ to wrangle with 
each other in the face of the common enemy. 


The Christian church has an incredibly rich spiritual and intellectual 
tradition. Simply in terms of volume, a tremendous part of this tradition has 
its repository in the Roman Catholic Church. Most of the great theologians 
of the early church wrote in Greek, but they were soon joined by the Latin 
speakers, and after the time of John of Damascus in the seventh century, 
virtually all of the major works of theology were written in Latin. Even 
Luther wrote in Latin, and the most important work in the Reformed 
tradition, John Calvin's Institutes, was written in Latin, although Calvin later 
produced a translation in his mother-tongue of French. Although Luther, 
Calvin, and the other great thinkers of the Reformation era and later 
criticized Roman Catholic doctrine and various interpretations of the Fathers 
and doctors of the church, they nevertheless learned much from them and 
relied extensively on them. It is impossible to reject Roman Catholicism and 
the teachers it honors (tout court)-for example, Augustine, Anselm, and 
Aquinas-without also discarding much of the rich treasure of Christian faith, 
morals, and life. 


When dealing with a rich intellectual and spiritual history that fills hundreds 
of volumes and contains much that is vital-as well as a significant amount of 
material that is superfluous, misleading, or actually harmful-it requires 
virtually infinite patience, care, and attention to detail to sort the wheat from 
the chaff, the wholesome from the harmful. The authors have approached 
this monumental task with energy and patience. They have done so, as they 
confess, not merely out of intellectual curiosity, or in order to present a more 
perfect and complete presentation of the fundamental core of the Christian 
faith, but because the hour demands and the Lord requires that we who name 
his name and claim his allegiance devote ourselves primarily to proclaiming 
him and defending his cause and his people, rather than wrangling among 
ourselves. 


It is vitally important for those who love and worship the same sovereign 
Lord, Catholic and Protestant, to stand together against the forces of unbe 
lief and moral evil that beset us on every side. In order to be able to do this, 
however, it is important for us to understand the foundational things that we 
have in common, as well as to identify the irreducible differences that 
remain, and to be able to assign these differences a proper place on a scale 
that ranges from matters of taste and style in worship to basic doctrines on 
which the gospel and salvation may depend. Professor(s) Geisler and 
MacKenzie, with dedication, delicacy, and skill, have undertaken the 
monumental task of showing us how to do this. Almost two thousand years 
of Christian history have produced a vast number of witnesses, testimonies, 
arguments, polemics, dogmatics, worship styles, spiritual communities, and 
parachurch organizations, scattered across several major and minor 
confessions and innumerable denominations. The authors display an 
encyclopedic knowledge of Christian life and thought through the centuries, 
and handle it with understanding, sympathy, and clarity. 


This volume has the size and comprehensiveness of a reference tool. Issues 
are handled systematically and with elaborate, detailed footnoting. It would 
be a shame, however, to treat it merely as a source or tool; those who read it 
from cover to cover will find it informative, edifying, and stimulating. It will 
help them to see that while evangelical Protestants and Roman Catholics 
have and will continue to have differences that cannot be swept under the 
table, in the words of Cardinal Suenens, "the walls of separation do not 
reach up to heaven." He that is with us is stronger than those that are against 
us. 


Harold 0. J. Brown 
Zermatt, Switzerland 


Holy Week, 1994 


INTRODUCTION 


Before Vatican IIT, Roman Catholics and Protestants had little contact with 
each other. On the Protestant side, many thought that the Pope was the 
antiChrist, that Catholics worshiped Mary, and that even Unitarians were to 
be preferred to Roman Catholics. 


A case in point is that of Paul Blanshard, a well-known Catholic "basher" of 
a generation ago. Blanshard, author of American Freedom & Catholic 
Power, assured fundamentalists and evangelicals that the Vatican has sinister 
designs on our freedoms in general and religious liberty in particular. 
Blanshard was later revealed to be a garden variety secular humanist, and 
evangelical Christians probably had more spiritual common ground with 
Fulton J. Sheen, the popular Roman Catholic television preacher, who was a 
contemporary of Blanshard. 


There were, to be sure, similar mistaken notions on the Catholic side. Some 
regarded Protestants as little better than pagans. We were perceived as 
ignoring the value of works and disregarding church history prior to the 
Reformation. The intervening years have seen some changes take place in 
the perceptions between these two groups. With the coming to the fore of the 
secularist agenda (e.g., anti-family values, abortion on demand, gay rights), 
some Catholics and evangelicals have been doing some soul searching and 
reevaluation. 


The purpose of this book is to examine some of our common spiritual roots 
and see if we have any theological or moral bridges upon which we both can 
travel. We will examine similarities and differences in both doctrine and 
practice. Special attention will be given to the doctrine of salvation by grace. 
We will also speak to some interesting relationships and alliances that have 
developed between Catholics and Protestants, and address the issue of 
whether cooperation or conflict should characterize these unions. 


This work will concern itself with traditional Roman Catholicism, which is 
expressed in the dogmas and authoritative pronouncements of the Roman 
Catholic Church. We take this approach for two reasons. First, this is the 
official Catholic position, however much other expressions of Catholicism 
may deviate from it. Second, evangelicals have less in common with the 
folk, cul tural, or liberal varieties that exist in the Roman Catholic Church 
(see Appendixes C and D). 


This work is divided into three parts. Part One (chaps. 1-8) deals with what 
Roman Catholics and evangelicals have in common. This contains surprises 
for many of our evangelical brethren who are unaware of the common core 
of doctrinal belief that permeates the two systems. Part Two (chaps. 916) 
discusses our differences with Roman Catholic teachings. No attempt has 
been made to downplay these significant differences on infallibility, 
Mariology, purgatory, the role of works in salvation, the Apocrypha, 
transubstantiation, and others. In Part One, we agree. In Part Two, we must 
agree to disagree with Roman Catholicism. In Part Three, however, we wish 
to build bridges between mainline evangelicals and Catholics wherever 
possible. We acknowledge that, as long as Roman Catholics hold as dogma 
the kinds of things enumerated in Part Two, there is no hope for ecclesiastic 
union with Catholicism. However, we believe this should not be an 
unsurpassable obstacle to cooperation on common moral, social, and 
educational efforts. Rather, in view of the devastating effects of both 
Western secularism and Eastern mysticism on our culture, the time is 
overdue for Catholics and Protestants to hang together before we hang 
separately. 


If you are a Catholic, we recommend you read Part One and Part Three of 
this book first. If you are an evangelical, particularly a conservative one, you 
should read Part Two first and then Part One and Part Three. This will help 
maximize the message we wish to convey and eliminate any unnecessary 
bias before being exposed to the conclusions of the book. If you are neither 
Catholic nor evangelical, read the book in the order in which it is written. 
But by all means, from whatever persuasion you may come, we urge you to 
get the whole message by reading it all! 


PV R'f 


AREAS OF DOCTRINAL AGREEMENT 


In these chapters we try to put our best foot forward in Roman Catholic and 
evangelical relations by stressing what we have in common. Some of this 


will come as a surprise to many evangelicals, particularly those of a more 
conservative bent, who are used to stressing differences with Roman 
Catholics. The central thesis of these chapters is that both Catholics and 
orthodox Protestants have a common creedal and Augustinian doctrinal 
background. Both groups accept the creeds and confessions and councils of 
the Christian church of the first five centuries. Both claim Augustine as a 
mentor. 


The doctrinal unity with Roman Catholics includes far more in common 
than many evangelicals have been wont to admit, including virtually all the 
so-called Fundamentals, such as the inspiration of the Bible, the virgin birth, 
the Trinity, the deity of Christ, his substitutionary death, his bodily 
resurrection, and his second coming. In addition, both Catholics and 
evangelicals hold to an Augustinian concept of salvation by grace. Our 
important differences notwithstanding (see Part Two), we believe this is too 
great a shared doctrinal heritage to ignore. 


1 
REVELATION 


Catholics and evangelicals hold much more in common than is often 
recognized. In this section we will examine that body of doctrine shared by 
Roman Catholics and evangelicals.1 In this endeavor, the following diagram 
(source unknown) is helpful. We hold in common: 


Christ, who he was. Later they discussed the subject of what he did. As a 
contemporary handbook of the official documents of Roman Catholic 
merger of two enunciations, one Trinitarian and one Christological, both of 
which are based on the New Testament."3 Concerning later development it 
adds: "To those primitive data, later creeds have in the course of the 
centuries added such further precisions as concrete circumstances made 
necessary to maintain the primitive faith."4 


All cults and heresies depart theologically from doctrine which developed in 
this time period. For both Catholics and Protestants revelation is central to 
the understanding of Christianity. As a traditional Roman Catholic 
catechism states, "The object is to introduce the child even at an early age to 
the Bible itself where we have the Person and message of Our Lord Jesus 
Concerning the uniqueness of Christian revelation, one theologian added, 
"Throughout man's history_and of all the religions in the world, the Judeo- 
Christian religion is the only_one with a basis in 


Although many Catholic theologians see tradition as a second source of 


"according to both the Council of Trent and Vaticanum Scripture alone can 
be said to have God as its author.""7 In this we can see a basic accord 
concerning the central place that revelation has in Christian theological 
formation.8 We will now move directly to the Scriptures. 


THE BIBLICAL DATA 


That the Scriptures are central to an understanding of God's revelation is a 
truth stated throughout the documents of the Roman Catholic Church. While 
Catholics and Protestants differ over whether the apocryphal (Deutero- 
canonical) books belong in the Old Testament (see chap. 9), there is 
unanimous agreement on all the sixty-six books of the Bible. The First 
Vatican Council held that the Roman Catholic Church, "relying on the belief 
of the apostles, holds that the books of both the Old and New Testament in 


their entirety, ... are sacred and canonical because, having been written 


Augustine reflects the mind of the church-from the Apostolic era through the 
Medieval period-when he said that truth is that "which God wanted put into 
the sacred writings for the sake of our Also, the First Vatican Council states: 
"It is to be ascribed to this divine revelation that such truths among things 
divine ... can... be known by everyone." The apostle Paul put it this way: 


"All scripture is inspired by God and is useful for teaching, for refutation, 


for correction, and for training in righteousness, so that one who belongs to 
God may be competent, equipped for every good work" (2 Tim. 3:16-17). 


Concerning the purpose of Holy Writ: "All Sacred Scripture is but one book, 
and that one book is Christ, because all divine Scripture speaks of Christ, 
and all divine Scripture is fulfilled in Christ."12 


THE OLD TESTAMENT 


In the Old Testament God laid the foundation for salvation. First, a covenant 
was established with Abraham, declaring, "To your descendants I give this 


explained by them, is found as the true word of God in the books of the Old 
Testament."13 


Although the New Covenant was established through Christ, the church has 
always recognized that the gospel finds its roots in the Old Testament. 
Augustine caught this sense when he declared that "The New is in the Old 
concealed, the Old is in the New revealed."14 


THE NEW TESTAMENT 


For both Catholics and Protestants it is in the New Testament that God's plan 


1:14).15 This occurred in "the fullness of time" mentioned by Paul in 
Galatians 4:4. The writer of the Book of Hebrews describes the salvific 
transition as follows: "In times past, God spoke in partial and various ways 
to our ancestors through the prophets; in these last days, he spoke to us 
through a son, whom he made heir of all things and through whom he 
created the universe" (Heb. 1:1-2). 


In the Gospels Christ is revealed as the Son of God and the one who will 
usher in the kingdom of God. His nature is revealed in particular to the 
apostles, and Jesus in turn reveals the Father: "All things have been handed 
over to me by my Father. No one knows who the Son is except the Father, 
and who the Father is except the Son and anyone to whom the Son wishes to 
reveal him" (Luke 10:22). The Second Vatican Council states: "The 
Christian dispensation, therefore, being the new and definitive covenant, 
will never pass away, and we now await no new public revelation before the 
glorious manifestation of our Lord Jesus Christ (cf. 1 Tim. 6:14; Titus 
2:13)."16 


strengthen you, according to my gospel and the proclamation of Jesus 
Christ, according to the revelation of the mystery kept secret for long ages" 
(Rom. 16:25). It is worth noting in passing that Jesus' gospel and Paul's are 
one and the same.17 Paul also treats the last stage of this revelation, the 
"Day_of the Lord," the parousia, "when he comes to be glorified among his 
holy ones and to be marveled at on that day among all who have believed, 


THEOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT 


If God had not taken the initiative through general and special revelation we 
would have known nothing about him. "In his goodness and wisdom, God 
chose to reveal himself and make known to us the hidden designs of his 
will." This revelation comes to us on two levels, first in the world of 
creation which he brought into existence through the direction of the Word, 
that is, Christ. The apostle John informs us that "In the beginning was the 
Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was in the 
beginning with God. All things came to be through him" (John 1:1-3). This 
God of creation has revealed himself in nature so that all can "clearly" see. 
Those who refuse are "without excuse" (Rom. 1:19-20). Indeed, God has 
written his law upon the hearts of all people (Rom. 2:12-15). Second, God 
speaks to us through the Bible. This has been termed "special" revelation. 


GENERAL REVELATION 


General revelation is prior to special revelation, and does not consist of 
verbal communication. The psalmist said, "The heavens declare the glory of 


Christ's religion is divine."20 


Primitive Revelation. Roman Catholics also use the concept of "primitive 
revelation" to identify supernatural truths revealed at the beginning of 
elements of truth to be found in primitive/non-Christian religions. Thus, 
these concepts inherent in primitive revelation can serve as pointers to 
faith.22 


Natural Law. When humans turn from God's general revelation, in nature 
and in the human heart, they end in moral disaster. Paul describes it this 
way: "they became vain in their reasoning, and their senseless minds were 
darkened. While claiming to be wise, they became fools and exchanged the 
glory of the immortal God for the likeness of an image of mortal man or of 
birds or of four-legged animals or of snakes" (Rom. 1:21-23). Paul's somber 
recital has been graphically demonstrated throughout human history. When 
the glory of God is ignored idolatry is the result. But there is more: 
"Therefore, God handed them over to impurity through the lusts of their 
hearts for the mutual degradation of their bodies. They exchanged the truth 
of God for a lie and revered and worshiped the creature rather than the 
creator, who is blessed forever. Amen" (Rom. 1:24-25). 


this issue. "As was later to explain in his Confessions, there is a grim 
recompense for man's refusal to acknowledge God as his master. God allows 
a man's spirit to lose mastery over his own body. Lust is the normal 
consequence of Paul continued to develop this sorry scenario by introducing 
the doctrine of natural law: "For when the Gentiles who do not have the law 
by nature observe the prescriptions of the law, they are a law for themselves 
even though they do not have the law. They show that the demands of the 


law are written in their hearts, while their conscience also bears witness and 
their conflicting thoughts accuse or even defend them" (Rom. 2:14-15, 
emphasis added). 


In the moral arena, general revelation has been termed "natural law." 
Thomas Aquinas developed this subject at length. Concerning natural law as 
a guideline in society, Aquinas taught that "since natural law is common to 


In it is "naught else but the impression on us of divine light."26 All rational 
creatures, not just believers, share in natural law. It is the law that is written 
on human hearts of which Paul speaks in Romans 2:12-15. 


For Catholics, as well as many Protestants, natural law is the moral basis 
from which social issues are addressed. Issues such as abortion, euthanasia, 
and homosexuality can and are dealt with from the perspective of natural 
law. One of the authors made a convincing argument against euthanasia to 
the medical staff of a large hospital, using the natural law concept 
exclusively.27 Clarence Thomas invoked the reality of "natural law" in his 
defense during his contentious confirmation fora seat on the Supreme 


A discussion of natural law is the task Pope John Paul II set for himself in 
his recent encyclical letter to Roman Catholic bishops. Veritatis Splendor 
the Church's argument against moral relativism.29 The encyclical "takes on 
anthropologists who believe that morality has no meaning outside the 
culture that defines it." John Paul does not list a number of specific moral 
rules but rather describes "the universal law of nature that is discoverable by 


whether or not they help or harm others."30 


Natural Theology. It is because of general revelation that the Catholic 
church believes that a natural theology is possible. Thus, the Council of 
Vatican I declared that "the beginning and end of all things can be known 


with certitude by the natural light of human reason from created things" for 
being understood by the things that are made" (Rom. 1:20).31 Vatican II 
added that "God, who creates and conserves all things by his Word (cf. John 
1:3),_provides men with constant evidence of himself in created realities (cf. 
Rom. 1:19-20)."32 It is on the basis of this general revelation of God 
available to all men that Aquinas built his natural theology with proofs for 
the existence of God.33 


Natural theology examines what human reason can know about God apart 
from special revelation. It is therefore to be contrasted with "revealed 
theology." The principal distinctions were established in the Middle Ages by 
Both traditional Roman Catholics and conservative Protestants agree that 
general revelation is insufficient to lead one to a saving knowledge of the 
gospel. The entrance of sin into God's creation has prevented humans from 
adequately grasping our desperate spiritual condition. While the imago Dei 
is not erased, it is effaced. For Aquinas, although the knowledge that God 


comes through special/supernatural revelation.35 


The Nature and Value of General Revelation. The apostle Paul spelled out 
the nature of general revelation in Romans 1, insisting that it was both clear 
and rendered all human beings, even those with the aid of special revelation, 
without excuse. 


The wrath of God is indeed being revealed from heaven against every 
impiety and wickedness of those who suppress the truth by their wickedness. 
For what can be known about God is evident to them, because God made it 
evident to them. Ever since the creation of the world, his invisible attributes 
of eternal power and divinity have been able to be understood and perceived 
in what he has made. As a result, they have no excuse; for although they 
knew God they did not accord him glory as God or give him thanks (Rom. 
1:18- 20, emphasis added). 


Even though it is limited, general revelation is not valueless. The general 
revelation of God forms the background for his message to us contained in 
sacred Scripture. Paul used general revelation to good effect when he 
preached to Epicurean and Stoic philosophers at the Areopagus in Athens. 


Since his address clearly shows the purpose of general revelation and also 
the transition to special revelation, we reproduce the sermon in its entirety. 


Then Paul stood up at the Areopagus and said: You Athenians, I see that in 
every respect you are very religious. For as I walked around looking 
carefully at your shrines, I even discovered an altar inscripted, "To an 
Unknown God." What therefore you unknowingly worship, I proclaim to 
you. The God who made the world and all that is in it, the Lord of heaven 
and earth, does not dwell in sanctuaries made by human hands, nor is he 
served by human hands because he needs anything. Rather it is he who gives 
to everyone life and breath and everything. He made from one the whole 
human race to dwell on the entire surface of the earth, and he fixed the 
ordered seasons and the boundaries of their regions, so that people might 
seek God, even perhaps grope for him and find him, though indeed he is not 
far from any one of us. For "In him we live and move and have our being," 
as even some of your poets have said, "For we too are his offspring." Since 
therefore we are the offspring of God, we ought not to think that the divinity 
is like an image fashioned from gold, silver, or stone by human art and 
imagination. God has overlooked the times of ignorance, but now he 
demands that all people everywhere repent because he has established a day 
on which he will "judge the world with justice" through a man he has 
appointed, and he has provided confirmation for all by raising him from the 
dead (Acts 17:22-3 1). 


Clearly Paul believed that one could reason with unbelievers on the basis of 


presentation of truth emanating from special revelation. This has been 
termed "pre-evangelism" by the late Francis Schaeffer.36 


SPECIAL REVELATION 


In spite of his emphasis on natural theology, even Aquinas argued that 
special revelation is made necessary because of the limitations of the human 
mind and the sinfulness springing from the human will. Aquinas asserted 


natural investigation, have fallen into many errors, and have disagreed 


among themselves." Consequently, "in order that men might have 
knowledge of God, free of doubt and uncertainty, it was necessary for divine 
truths to be delivered to them by way of faith, being told to them as it were, 


by_God Himself Who cannot lie."37 


The grace of special revelation is needed to overcome the effects of sin on 
human reason. Aquinas concluded that "if for something to be in our power 
means that we can do it without the help of grace, then we are bound to 
many things that are not within our power without healing grace-for 
example to love God or neighbor." Further, "the same is true of believing in 
the articles of faith. But with the help of grace we do have this power. As 
Augustine says, to whomever this help is given by God it is given in mercy; 


capable of sin."39 


Vatican IT, in its Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation, concludes 


Z)."40 


The Council also stated that "By divine Revelation God wished to manifest 
and communicate both himself and the eternal decrees of his will concerning 
the salvation of mankind."41 Concerning the Church's attitude toward the 
the need for Christians to read the Bible, the Council affirmed that "access to 
sacred Scripture ought to be open wide to the Christian faithful."42 


should immerse themselves in the Scriptures by constant sacred reading and 
diligent study."43 In the same context, Jerome is quoted as saying: 


"Ignorance of the Scriptures is ignorance of Christ."44 So official Roman 
Catholicism seems to take seriously the presence of special revelation in the 
form of Holy Scripture. The study and preaching of the Bible are mandatory, 
not optional. 


In the first part of this chapter we have identified spiritual roots of revelation 
in the Old and New Testaments. We now turn to some concepts that flow 
from a theological understanding of special revelation. 


The Progressive Nature of Revelation. Special revelation is revelation about 
the history of redemption. It has for its purpose the redemption of hu manity. 
It renews, illumines, and inclines the disposition to that which is good. It 
fills with holy affections and finally prepares us to partake of the beatific 
vision (blessed vision of God in heaven). 


Such revelation is clearly progressive in nature. During biblical times new 


development of dogma, Catholic theologian Ludwig Ott says that "in the 
communication of the Truths of Revelation to humanity, a substantial 


grace-and united them with the revelations given to Abraham, Moses, and 
the apostles 


The Authoritative Nature of Revelation. "Concerning the authority of the 


believed that "we are bound to believe all the contents of Sacred 
Scripture.""49 The Bible is as authoritative as the voice of God because it is 


the Word of God. For what the sacred authors affirmed, God affirms. The 
Scriptures are, therefore, as infallible and inerrant as is God. 


The Inerrant Nature of Revelation. The twentieth century_has seen in 
Christendom the rise of theologies which have attacked the integrity_and 


faulty_on issues of history_and science. Traditional Roman Catholics have 
happily avoided these dangerous deviations. Augustine said, "it seems to me 
that most disastrous consequences must follow upon our believing that 
anything false is found in the sacred books."50 Elsewhere he adds, "If we 
are perplexed by an apparent contradiction in Scripture, it is not allowable to 
say, the author of this book is mistaken; _but either the manuscript is faulty, 
or the translation is wrong, or you have misunderstood."51 Aquinas backs 
up his theological predecessor, contending that "it is heretical to say that any 
falsehood whatever is contained either in the gospels or in any canonical 
Scripture."52 


the Catholic notion of divine inspiration, or make God Himself the source of 


The Council of Vatican I proclaimed the inerrancy of the Scriptures, saying, 


"they_contain revelation without error ... because having been written by the 


Spirit, we must acknowledge that the books of Scripture, firmly, faithfully 
and without error, teach that the truth which God, for the sake of our 
salvation, wished to see confided to the sacred Scriptures."56 More liberal 
Catholic theologians see a caveat in the phrase "for the sake of our 


salvation,” arguing that inerrancy covers only salvific truths, but this is 
contrary to the whole of the Catholic tradition up to modern times. All agree, 


which prevailed at the age of the sacred writer, and to the conventions which 
the people of his time followed in their dealing with one another."57 


Public vs. Private Revelation. The last topic to be addressed in this section is 
the matter of "public" vs. "private" revelation. Concerning the former, ''St. 
Thomas holds that prophetic revelation, insofar as it is ordered to doctrine, 
ceased with the Apostles."58 Private revelation differs from public 
revelation in that "whatever God has communicated since apostolic times to 
privileged souls can add nothing to the deposit of Christian faith."59 Further, 
"Throughout the ages, there have been so-called private revelations, some of 


belong, however, to the deposit of Differences between Roman Catholics 
and evangelicals over the relationship between public and private revelation, 
and also Scripture and tradition, will be addressed in chapter 10. 


THE CHURCH FATHERS AND SCRIPTURE 


We have mentioned Augustine and Aquinas and examined their approach to 
Scripture. Many lesser church leaders also held God's word written in 
highest esteem. 


The Patristic Period. The Didache (c. A.D. 70), "The Teaching of the Lord 


(A.D. 30-100) exhorted believers to "look carefully into the Scriptures, 
which are the true utterances of the Holy Spirit."61 


to Emperor Antoninus Pius. It was a defense of Christianity_and in it he gave 
an account of a regular worship service and the place of prominence given to 


the Scriptures: "And on the day called Sunday, all who live in cities or in the 
country gather together in one place, and the memoirs of the apostles or the 


of God (Christ) and His Spirit."63 


Clement of Alexandria (A.D. 150-215) called the Bible the "infallible 


are united.... Divine Scripture has made us concorporate; the very letters are 
our glue."65 Pope Gelasius (d. A.D. 496), in a decree attributed to him, 
addressed the nature of Scripture: "The line of thought is clear. Holy Writ, in 


[Scripture] is the fact that almost the entire theological effort of the Fathers, 
whether their aims were polemical or constructive, was expended upon what 


amounted to the exposition of the Bible. Further, it was everywhere taken 


its Scriptural basis.""67 


The Medieval Period. John Scotus Erigena (c. A.D. 810-877) affirmed that 


true, so no one can dissent from anything contained in these books."71 


CONCLUSION 


In the examination of the topic of revelation, we have covered the thinking 
of the church from the Apostolic Era through the Middle Ages. We have 
seen the honor and devotion that the early and later church fathers extended 
to sacred Scripture. Both Catholics and Protestants share this important 
tradition. On this subject, Donald G. Bloesch notes that "For the most part 
both the patristic fathers and the medieval theologians before the fourteenth 
century taught that the Bible is the unique and sole source of Bloesch 


given to the apostles and prophets who wrote the canonical books of the 
Scriptures and not on revelation that could have been made to other 


Concerning sola Scriptura, at least in the material sense, there is more 


position: "we believe the successors of the apostles and prophets only in so 


far_as they tell us those things which the apostles and prophets have left in 
their writings.""75 


As for the basis for Christian faith in Scripture, a modern Roman Catholic 
work emphasizes "that faith is not a leap into the dark but has an unshakable 
foundation."76 Of course the question arises as to the relationship between 
the Scriptures and the church. This will be addressed in chapter 10. 


In conclusion, concerning the goal of revelation official Roman Catholicism 
states that "By revealing himself God wishes to make them [humankind] 
capable of responding to him, and knowing him, and of loving him far 
beyond their own natural capacity.""77 Supernatural revelation is necessary 
to fulfill man's supernatural end. 


2 
GOD 


Catholics and evangelicals hold the same basic view of God. From the very 
earliest formulations of the faith Christians confessed the belief "in the 
Father almighty,-and in Jesus Christ, our Savior;-and in the Holy Spirit."1 
Other forms of this Apostolic Creed read, "I believe in God the Father 
Lord." The Eastern form of this creed was even more explicit, confessing 
"We believe in one God the Father Almighty. The creator of heaven and 
earth and of all things visible and invisible and in one Lord Jesus Christ the 


created all things in heaven and on earth. This God alone and this Trinity 
alone is of divine name [divine substance],." Further, "this Trinity, though 


different.""4 Later, in the Athanasian Creed, more attributes of God emerged, 
such as "eternal," "uncreated," "immense," "omnipotent," and undivided in 


DEFINITION OF GOD 


From a religious perspective two affirmations can be made concerning God: 
he is and he may be known. That God exists is a statement of faith. That 
God may be known is a statement of experience. The following definition of 
God is from The New Catholic Encyclopedia, with which orthodox 
Protestants have no difficulty: 


whom creatures owe homage, respect, and obedience; the Sovereign Good, 
diffusive of all goodness, toward which everything tends as to its ultimate 


three Divine Persons in one divine nature-Father, Son and Holy Spirit.6 
GOD IN PRIMITIVE RELIGIONS 


Since Darwin, it has been fashionable to understand primitive religious 
concepts in an evolutionary sense: humanity has moved from an initial 
polytheism toward monotheism. This theory, however, has encountered 
difficulties. For many primitive peoples believe in a "high god" in addition 
to a number of lesser gods. "Such a high god appears early in the creation 


myths of such people as the Australian aborigines and primitive Indians. 
We find creation accounts contained in religious ideas coming from Egypt, 


23). Also, it overlooks the early monotheistic views of God in other cultures. 
The Ebla Archives which contain hundreds of tablets to patriarchal times 
(no. 239), for example, tell of a monotheistic God who created the world 
from nothing: "Lord of heaven and earth: the earth was not, you created it, 


made exist."9 


According to Catholic scholars, Greek philosophers introduced a higher 


at implicitly."10 To be sure, Plato's Demiurgos (God) falls short of Judeo- 
Chris tian monotheism, since for him God is limited and is subject to the 
Good which is beyond him. Nonetheless, Plato transcended traditional 
polytheisms. 


Aristotle developed arguments for the existence of God from motion or 


under the influence of an actualizer (cause). Hence, there must have been a 


wit 


First Cause. So for Aristotle, God is the "Uncaused Cause."" Later 
Augustine, using Platonic terms,12 and Aquinas, using Aristotelian 

Of course, whatever the philosophical language used to express their 
convictions, Catholic theologians believe that their concept of God is based 
on His self-revelation in Scripture. Two tasks faced the church concerning 
the concept of God: "First among these is the right conception of God as 
compared to the distorted ideas found in the world surrounding the Christian 
fold." The second problem adheres to the concept of the Holy Trinity: "The 


Christian concept of God unfolds itself in the mission and revelation of the 


the grace of being able to welcome this revelation in faith.""" Now we turn to 
"salvation history" as expressed in the Judeo-Christian Scriptures-the Old 
and New Testaments. 


THE CONCEPT OF GOD IN SCRIPTURE 


THE OLD TESTAMENT 


The Judeo-Christian concept of the person and work of God is derived from 
the Old Testament. We addressed the "progressive" quality of revelation in 
chapter 1. The concept of God gradually unfolded in much the same way. 
During its history more and more was revealed to Israel about God's nature 
and work. 


It is interesting to note that nowhere in the Scripture is a formal 
philosophical argument presented as to God's existence. Rather, Old 
Testament believers were content simply with the evidence God presented of 


(Ps. 19:1), Even the great agnostic philosopher, Immanuel Kant, after 
offering criticisms of all the traditional proofs for the existence of God, 
confessed: "Two things fill the mind with ever new and increasing 


admiration and awe, the oftener and more steadily we reflect on them: the 
starry heavens above me and the moral law within me."16 


Genesis reveals God to be the creator of heaven and earth and also the 
sustainer of his work, expecting obedience from the man and woman whom 
he made. God dealt with our physical ancestors, Adam and Eve, face-to-face 
(Gen. 2:16-19; 3:8). With Abraham (known as the father of the faithful, Gal. 
3:7-8), God began to deal with humanity in a new way. The Lord said to 
Abraham: 


Go forth from the land of your kinsfolk and from your father's house to a 
land that I will show you. "I will make of you a great nation, and will bless 
you; I will make your name great, so that you will be a blessing. I will bless 
those who bless you and curse those who curse you. All the communities of 
the earth shall find blessing in you" (Gen. 12:1-3). 


God had become the God of Abraham, and would later be the God of Isaac 
and Jacob (Exod. 6:3). 


In the Mosaic Period, God installed Moses as the leader of Israel's religion. 
Yahweh caused their liberation from Egypt, entered into a covenant with 


However, in the seventh century s.c., when Jerusalem became the official 
center of worship, Israelite religion became more defined and centralized. 


interested in Israel. But exactly where did Yahweh stand in relation to other 
gods and other nations? Was there more to His justice than vindictiveness? 
Much light was to be diffused upon these and other points during the 
prophetic period."17 


In the Prophetic Period, from the ninth to the sixth century B.C., the concept 
of God became even clearer. Elijah (9th century), Amos (8th century), Isaiah 
and Hosea (8th century) all stressed God's majesty and dominion over all 
nations and his steadfast love for his particular people. Isaiah asks: "To 
whom can you liken God? With what equal can you confront him? ... He sits 
enthroned above the vault of the earth, and its inhabitants are like 
grasshoppers.... Do you not know or have you not heard? The LORD is the 
eternal God, creator of the ends of the earth" (Isa. 40:18, 22, 28). 


the prophetic mission "did not consist in the formulation of a new belief, but 
in the restoration and understanding of traditional belief. The Prophets 
insisted on the moral qualities of God, but aside from this offered little that 
was original."’8 


Israel's experience during the exile and the destruction of Jerusalem 
(including the temple) proved to be the final victory in the battle against 


monotheism, Israel was utterly unigue."20 


THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Israel's monotheism is carried over into the New Testament. When speaking 
of God, the New Testament writers use Greek words for "God" or for "Lord" 
(Hb: Yahweh). Jesus often refers to God as his Father: "My Father is at work 
until now, so I am at work" (John 5:17). Our Lord also encourages his 
followers to address God as Father: in Matthew 6 the phrases "your 
heavenly Father," "your Father," and "Our Father" occur ten times. This term 
is used sparingly in the Old Testament and is narrowly applied: God as 
Father of David's line (2 Sam. 7:14) and God as Father of orphans (Ps. 68:6) 
are two examples. 


In the midst of his prayer in the garden prior to his betrayal, Jesus addresses 
the Father saying, "Abba, Father, all things are possible to you" (Mark 
14:36). Concerning Jesus’ use of "Abba," the New American Bible notes: 
"An Aramaic term, here also translated by Mark, Jesus' special way of 
addressing God was filial intimacy. The word ‘abba’ seems not to have been 
used in earlier or contemporaneous Jewish sources to address God without 
some qualifier. Cf, Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6 for other occurrences of the Aramaic 
word in the Greek New 


Although the concept of "God as love" is found throughout the Old 
Testament (e.g., Exod. 20:6; Lev. 19:18), Jesus takes it to new heights. And 
even though God's concern was that "all the communities of the earth" (Gen. 
12:3) would be blessed through them, in the Old Testament the focus of his 
love was toward Israel. In the New Testament God's love is extended to all: 


believes in him might not perish but might have eternal life"' (John 3:16). 
Thus, Jesus commanded his disciples to "make disciples of all nations" 


view of this love, we are to love others as he has loved us (cf. John 15:13; 2 
Cor. 5:14-15). 


BIBLICAL NAMES FOR GOD 


(perhaps from a root meaning strong). The El of Israel stood alone, supreme, 
without consort."23 Pagan cultures that surrounded Israel depicted El as the 
Father of the gods, lord of heaven, the force of nature, and a local deity. In 
Scripture, however, God is the everlasting El. For "Abraham planted a 
tamarisk at Beersheba, and there he invoked by name the LORD, God the 
Eternal" (Gen. 21:33). He is also the living El, since "This is how you will 
know that there is a living God in your midst" (Josh. 3:10). 


Elohim, as a name for God, is an often-recurring plural form in the Old 
Testament (Gen. 1:1). The plural usage should not be understood as 


indicating a polytheistic element in early Israelite theology but as expressing 
the intensity, power, and majesty of God. 


El Elyon means "Most High God." This idea is developed in Abraham's 
encounter with Melchizedek (Gen. 14:18-22). El Shaddai has been translated 
"the Mighty One." This title comes out of God's discussion with Moses 
concerning his original covenant with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Exod. 
6:3). God was also called Adonai which connotes the idea of "King" (Num. 
23:21; Deut. 33:5) and "Lord" (Ps. 110:1). 


By the Mosaic period, the name most frequently used for God was Yahweh, 
which Catholic scholars have traditionally taken to mean "He who is" or the 
self-existent One, the source of all other being (Exod. 3:14-15; cf. John 
8:58). Commenting on Exodus 3:14, the New American Bible says, "It is 
commonly explained in reference to God as the absolute and necessary 
Being. It may be understood of God as the Source of all created being." 
When Moses asked God what his name was he replied: "I AM WHO I AM." 
Concerning Christian names for God, "The New Testament takes over the 
Old Testament designations for God as found in the Septuagint, and makes 


Testament, the centre of the Christian 


THEOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE CONCEPT OF GOD 


Catholic as well as evangelical understanding of God is derived from both 
general and special revelation. General revelation provides a natural 
knowledge of God available to all persons. 


NATURAL KNOWLEDGE OF GOD 
The existence of a "natural" knowledge of God has already been discussed 


in chapter 1 under general revelation. Concerning this possibility, Catholic 
theologian Ludwig Ott says, "God, our Creator and Lord, can be known with 


that God may be known naturally in the following ways: from nature (cf. 


Rom. 1:20); from conscience (cf. Rom. 2:14ff.); and from history (cf. Acts 
17:28). 


The Fathers, drawing from the aforementioned concepts and their 


known and understood through His works. Just as the soul in man is not 
seen, _as it is invisible, but is known through the movement of the body, so 
God cannot be seen with human eyes;_but He is observed and known 
through providence and His 


Because of our creaturely limitations, we cannot know God "directly" but by 
"analogical cognition"; that is, we know God by way of analogy, we reason 
from created things to him. "There is a relation of analogy between the 
creature and the Creator which is founded on the fact that the creature is 
necessarily made to the likeness of the Creator. This analogy is the basis of 
all natural knowledge of God."28 Although we may come to some 
understanding of God through the above method, it must be stated that this 
knowledge is, at best, imperfect. Augustine says: "More true than our speech 
about God is our thinking of Him, and more true than our thinking is His 
Being.“29 


Finally, concerning the function of the natural understanding of God, 
Aguinas held "that while man can by his reason alone know that God is ... , 
man's reason cannot grasp what He A natural knowledge of God is useful to 
point us in the right direction. To enter the kingdom of God, however, and 
experience its fullness and blessings, we are in need of the Scriptures which 
can give us "wisdom for salvation" (2 Tim. 3:15). 


GOD AS TRINITY 


While it can be known from general revelation that God exists and that he is 
one, the knowledge of God as a Trinity is known only through special 
revelation. Although not itself a biblical term, the term Trinity was used by 
the early church to describe the God who is one in essence, eternally 


revealed in three Persons: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. As Oxford scholar 
and Anglican cleric Alister McGrath writes: 


incredible richness of the Christian understanding of God. It is the 
distillation of the kaleidoscopic Christian experience of God in the light of 
its scriptural foundations. The scriptural witness to and Christian experience 
of God came first, and reflection on it came later.31 


doctrines of the Christian faith. It comes to us through the vehicle of special 
revelation-the teaching is above reason. The early church stressed the 


proving.... You have to believe that God is in three Persons. How sublime is 
this above all questions. For God is inconceivable."32 


confession of faith that reflected the thinking of the patristic theology of the 
West. Concerning the Trinity, it states: "We confess and believe that the holy 


one substance, of one nature as also of one majesty and power."33 


Concerning the Father, "we profess that the Father is not begotten, nor 


one and equal with God the Father and the Son."36 


Many feel that the understanding of the Trinity involves a mathematical 


ture."37 Others have noted that the wrong kind of arithmetic is involved, for 
we do not add but multiply the Persons of the Trinity. God is not 1+1+1=3. 
He is Ixlxi=13. He is one God in essence who is eternally expressed in three 


one of understanding the meaning of the terms nature and person. Sheed 


notes that "Nature answers the question what we are;_person answers the 
question who we are."'3s Thus in God there is one What (essence) _and three 
Whos (persons).39 


We mentioned earlier in this chapter that although the Old Testament 
portrays God's unity (Deut. 6:4), we also find intimations of plurality (Ps. 
110:1; Prov. 30:4; Isa. 63:7-10; Zech. 1:12). In the New Testament, 
trinitarian evidence is overwhelming. Jesus proclaims his own deity (John 
8:58) and accepts worship (Matt. 16:16; John 20:28). The Holy Spirit or 
Comforter is also a member of the Trinity (Matt. 28:20; John 14-16; Acts 
5:3-4; 2 Cor. 13:13). All three Persons of the Godhead are mentioned in 
many passages (cf. Matt. 3:15-17; Eph. 1:3, 13; 1 Thess. 1:1-5; 1 Pet. 1:2). 


Deviations from the Catholic concept of the Trinity are numerous, and both 
Catholics and Protestants consider these heresies. Several have arisen 
concerning the nature of God. One such heresy, tritheism, dates back to the 
sixth century, and asserts that there are three equal, closely related Gods. 
Modalism is the heresy that postulates one God who plays three different 
roles but is not three co-eternal, co-equal persons existing simultaneously in 
one nature. The Trinity is not three gods but one. Likewise, the Trinity is not 
one person in God but three persons in one God. 


The difference between essence and office is crucial to understanding the 
Trinity. The three Persons are equal in essence, but not in function. The Son 
is subordinate to the Father and receives his generation from him. The 
Athanasian Creed states: "The Son is from the Father alone not made not 
created but generated."40 The Holy Spirit is also equal to the Father in 
essence but proceeds from the Father and the Son. Eastern Orthodoxy 
teaches that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone, and this 
disagreement was one cause of the East/West rupture of A.D. 1054 (see 
Appendix A). 


As some of the heresies involved in the nature of the Godhead have direct 
implications concerning the Person and nature of Christ, we will address 
them in chapter 4 which deals with The evangelical can take comfort that, as 
John W. Montgomery states, "the Roman Catholic Church and the Orthodox 
Eastern Churches have never ceased to stand uncompromisingly for the 
Trinitarian core of the Christian faith."42 


GOD AS CREATOR 


in the context of God's initial production of the entire universe it certainly 
takes on this meaning, The statement "heavens and earth" indicates the 


ecumenical councils, notably, the Fourth Lateran and First Vatican. The 
basis in revelation for the doctrine spans the whole of Scripture, from 
Genesis to the writings of St. John."44 


to note that what God created was "good." The Council of Florence held that 
"there is no nature bad in itself, as all nature in so far as it is nature, is 
good."47 This statement was directed against the Manichaean heresy, and 
would have later theological ramifications when the church grappled with 
the question of the nature of sin. 


God not only created but also preserves and sustains his creation. We have 
proof of this from the Scriptures: "My Father is at work until now, so Iam at 


(Heb. 1:3). Augustine, commenting on John 5:17, said, "Let us therefore 
believe that God works constantly, so that all created things would perish, if 
His working were withdrawn."4s Paul declared not only that "all things were 


Holy Spirit together are the one, indivisible principle of creation."49 


A word must be said about the method by which God created. Difficulties 
have arisen from apparent contradictions between the results of modern 
science and the creation narrative in Genesis. Although much latitude is 
given concerning the how of creation, official Roman Catholic teaching on 
these matters holds that "The first three Chapters of Genesis contains 


modern science, Catholic theology "holds that the creation and infusion of 
the spiritual soul coincides with the moment of 


THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD 


which, according to our analogical mode of thinking, proceed from the 
metaphysical substance of God and belong to it."53 Other Catholic 

that exists in God necessarily and formally, and that, according to man's 
imperfect mode of knowing, either constitutes the essence of the Divine 
Being or is deduced from this essence."54 


Protestants and Catholics agree that the classical attributes of God fall into 
two broad categories: incommunicable and communicable. The former are 
those only God possesses and the latter are those he can communicate to his 
creatures (2 Pet. 1:4). The former are sometimes called metaphysical 
attributes and the latter, non-metaphysical (moral) attributes. 


GOD'S INCOMMUNICABLE (METAPHYSICAL) ATTRIBUTES 


God Is Self-Existent. The formal constituent of the divine essence is God's 


itselfness,’ is a constitutive perfection of God."55 God is the "I AM" who 
exists in and of himself. He is totally uncaused and independent in his 
existence. As Aquinas put it, God is pure Actuality with no potentiality for 
non-existence. He is a necessary being who cannot not be. It is important to 
note that this does not mean that God is self-caused. A self-caused being is 
impossible, since something cannot be ontologically prior to itself as a cause 
is to its effect. Rather, God is uncaused. He is the uncaused Cause of all else 
that exists. 


God Is Infinite. God is not finite or limited. He is "in every way without 
limit."'s' He has no boundaries or restrictions on his being. He has no 
limiting potential. As Aquinas put it, God is unlimited and unique unless 
conjoined with passive potency (potentiality). God has active potency 
(powers) but he has no unactualized potentials. He is fully actual and, as 
such, has no limitations whatsoever on his being. 


said of one Person in relation to the Other.""" Thus, the only plurality God 


has is relational, not essential. 


God Possesses Unicity. God is absolute one in his nature, not many. "The 
true God is one God is not only indivisible in himself (simplicity) but he is 
unmultiplied in terms of others. There is only one of him (Deut. 6:4). 


God Is Immutable. God is by nature unchangeable. "I, the LORD, do not 
change" (Mal. 3:6). Even though the universe will change, being rolled up 
like a garment, God is "the same" (Heb. 1:12). There is not even the slightest 
"alteration" in God's nature. He is "immutable" (Heb. 6:18). 


God Is Eternal. God is above and beyond all time. "The eternity of God is 
His Essence itself."59 He has no "before" or "after" in his being. He is the 
"first and the last" (Isa. 41:4; cf. Rev. 1:8). God is "before all ages." 


God Is Omnipresent. God is everywhere present at all times and in the 


everything as long as it exists.60 


God Is Omniscient. "All things are naked and open to his eyes [cf. Heb. 


4:13], even those things that will happen through the free actions of 
creatures.""61 


God Is Omnipotent. God has all power. He is the "almighty" (cf. Job 6:14; 
Rev. 1:8; 19:6). He can do all things that are not intrinsically impossible or 
contradictory. For example, God cannot make a square circle. Thus when 
Jesus said, "for God all things are possible" (Matt. 19:26), he meant all non- 
contradictory things. 


GOD'S COMMUNICABLE (MORAL) ATTRIBUTES 


There are also attributes that God can give to others. These include moral 
qualities, such as truth, goodness, justice, and mercy. 


God Is Perfect. God is the summation of all perfection, both metaphysically 


(it) is in no way deficient in goodness."62 He is supremely good, the 
ultimate in all that is of value. "God is infinite in every perfection."63 


God Is ‘Truthful. Truth is the correspondence of thought and thing, It is the 
adequation of word and reality. God is absolutely truthful. He can neither 
deceive nor be deceived.64 As Holy Writ declares, "it was impossible for 
God to lie" (Heb. 6:18; cf. Titus 1:2). 


God Is Benevolent. Indeed, God is all-benevolent or omni-benevolent. He is 
essentially good. That is, God is desirable for his own sake. He is the 
ultimate End desired, wittingly or unwittingly, by all rational creatures. He 
has ultimate intrinsic value within himself. 


God Is Holy. "Holy, holy, holy" is what the angels sing (Isa. 6:3;_cf. Rev. 
4:8). ""You shall be holy, because Iam holy" (Lev. 11:45), said the Lord. 


Holiness (Hb: kadosh), according to Ott, expresses not only "God's 


over all sinfulness (subjective 


God Is Just. God possesses ultimate justice. He will give to all their due. As 
Paul taught, "There is no partiality with God" (Rom. 2:11) for he "will give 
to each according to his deeds" (Rev. 22:12). 


God Is Merciful. The psalmist declares, "The LORD is good to all and 
compassionate toward all his works" (Ps. 145:9).66 To Moses God said, "I, 
the LORD, your God am a jealous God ... bestowing mercy down to the 
thousandth generation" (Exod. 20:5). The psalmists repeatedly proclaimed 
that God's mercy endures forever (e.g., Ps. 136). 


TESTIMONY OF THE EARLY FATHERS ABOUT GOD'S NATURE 


The following statements from the early church fathers concerning God and 
his nature are helpful.67 They form a basis not only for the basic Catholic 
concept of God but also for the evangelical heritage rooted in them. The 
essential attributes of the Triune God emerge from their collective wisdom. 


IGNATIUS OF ANTIOCH (C. A.D. 


There is one God, who manifested himself through his Son, Jesus Christ, 


pleasing to him that sent 


TIRENAEUS 1 30-200) 


For the Church, although dispersed throughout the whole world even to the 
ends of the earth, has received from the apostles and from their disciples the 
faith in one God, Father Almighty, the creator of heaven and earth and sea 
and all that is in them; and in one Jesus Christ, the Son of God.69 Nor is he 
moved by anyone; rather, freely and by his Word he made all things. For he 


alone contains all and commands all to exist.70 


TERTULLIAN 


construction of elements, bodies and spirits; whence also the Greeks have 
bestowed upon the world the name "cosmos."71 There is only one God, and 
none other besides him, the creator of the world who brought forth all things 
out of nothing through his Word, first of all sent forth.71 


EPIPHANIUS 


and invisible.73 


FULGENTIUS (A.D. 


True religion consists in the service of the one true God. For it is truth itself 
that there is one God; and just as besides the one truth, there is no other 
truth, so too, besides the one true God there is no other true God. For the one 
truth itself is naturally one true divinity. And thus one cannot speak 


naturally one, to be 


AUGUSTINE 


By the time of Augustine the Christian doctrine of God had reached full 
bloom. His book On The Trinity is a classic expression of the doctrine of 
God. It has been definitive for orthodox expression of this truth since his 
time. To summarize, Augustine spoke of "All those Catholic expounders of 
the divine Scriptures, both of Old and New, whom I have been able to read, 
who have written before me concerning the Trinity who is God." These, he 
said, have taught according to the Scriptures: 


The Father, and the Son, and the holy Spirit intimate a divine unity of one 
and the same substance in an indivisible equality; and therefore that they are 
not three Gods, but one God: although the Father hath begotten the Son, and 


so He who is the Father is not the Son; and the Son is begotten by the Father, 
and so He who is the Son is not the Father; and the Holy Spirit is neither the 


Trinity.7S 


CONCLUSION 


We have attempted in this chapter to reveal the common Catholic and 
evangelical understanding of the nature of God. God is one in his eternal and 
unchangeable essence, yet three Persons. The divine essence is common to 


revealed in the ministry_and work of the Son and the Spirit for human 
salvation: "the entire work of salvation is unfolded ... with the conclusion, 


These beliefs are shared equally by both Catholics and evangelical 
Protestants. The essentials of Christian orthodoxy are reflected in the 
Vatican Council IT: 


The dignity of man rests above all on the fact that he is called to communion 
with God. The invitation to converse with God is addressed to man as soon 
as he comes into being. For if man exists it is because God has created him 
through love, and through love continues to hold him in existence.77 


Moreover, concerning the relationship between the doctrine of God and the 
reality of salvation: "It is true that there has always been a more or less 
extensive optimism that one could know or have a notion of God apart from 
and independent of the Christian faith." Further, "One might be convinced of 
the existence of God, but God is God in reality only when one can say_of 
him that God is 


Contemporary Roman Catholic philosopher Peter Kreeft says: 


the creed does not speak of a God, only of God. The God of Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob, the God of Jesus Christ, is the absolute, the Alpha and Omega, 


are his Thou, not vice versa.79 


Evangelicals can stand together with Roman Catholics on this most basic 
doctrine of the Christian faith. As the New Catholic Encyclopedia states: 
"Since man's knowledge of God is that of the beginning and end of all 
creation, it is a knowledge that makes possible and reasonable the order of 
morality and its laws in life. This must include the idea of a personal and 
provident God, a God to be worshipped and obeyed."80 


fe: 


HUMAN BEINGS 


INTRODUCTION 


Catholics and evangelicals share a common view of the origin, nature, and 
fall of human beings. Both believe God is the creator, human beings are 
made in his image and likeness, and human beings are immortal. From this 


creator and to our fellow creatures and to God's creation. The Roman 
Catholic Church teaches: "As to man, it is the sacred duty of the Church 


THE DEFINITION OF HUMANITY 


Classically, the term "man" meant humanity in general, females as well as 


express both a distinction and a certain kinship between man and God."2 
The Latin homo is derived from humus, which seems to indicate a certain 


kinship with the earth. These concepts, stemming from various language 
groups, give us insights into the basic "stuff" of humanity. Humans have an 
essential connection to the earth but also, by virtue of their minds, possess a 
transcendency that marks them as different from the nature that surrounds 
them and orients them toward God. 


THE ORIGIN OF HUMANITY 


Catholic dogma teaches that "the First Man was created by God The Fourth 
Lateran and Vatican I Councils made this statement forcefully. In 1968 Pope 


materialistic theory of evolution will be considered below.) The Book of 
Genesis (which literally means "in the beginning") contains two 
complimentary accounts of the creation of the first human being, The first 
account relates human creation to creation in general: "Then God said: “Let 
us make man in our image, after our likeness. Let them have dominion over 
the fish of the sea, the birds of the air, and the cattle, and over all the wild 
animals and all the creatures that crawl on the ground" (Gen. 1:26). Further, 
"The first man was not only created good, but was also established in 
friendship with his Creator and in harmony with himself and with the 


WH 


the new creation in Christ. 


The New American Bible says,_""Man is here presented as the climax of 
God's creative activity; he resembles God primarily because of the dominion 
God gives him over the rest of creation.""6 Another Catholic authority 


that there is a basic unity of the human race: "The whole human race stems 
from one single human pair."R This, of course, is based in the New 
Testament teaching about the origin of the human race in one man, Adam. 
Paul, addressing the Greek philosophers at the Areopagus, argued that God 


"made from one the whole human race to dwell on the entire surface of the 
earth" (Acts 17:26). Furthermore, since all people die and inherit original sin 
because of Adam's sin, all must be organically connected with Adam, their 
head (cf. Rom. 5:12). 


THE NATURE OF HUMANITY 


We human beings, upon reflection, understand ourselves as dualities. We 
have bodies and physical characteristics that resemble creatures around us, 
but the transcendent element in our nature indicates a duality in our being. 
The early Greek thinkers drew their idea of humanity from mythology 
(activity on the part of gods) and also from a rational examination of the 
existing world. 


Aristotle held that humans were supreme in the creation and consisted of 
force within the whole person. Plato stressed humanity's spiritual nature, 
asserting that we essentially are souls who merely have bodies. "This 


Christians."9 Augustine, taking his philosophical direction from Plato, 
tended to elevate the spiritual and down play the physical side of humanity. 


In the Middle Ages, scholastic philosophy in general and Aquinas in 


revelation and drawing from Aristotelian principles, Aquinas fashioned a 
more balanced view of human nature as a unity of soul and body but, 
nonetheless, with a belief that the soul consciously survived death awaiting 


the resurrection in its body. Thus, Catholics believe that "the body is an 


"the rational soul is per se the essential form of the body (De fide)."" 


Personal immortality presupposes the individuality of the soul. Jesus 
warned, "Do not be afraid of those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul; 


rather, be afraid of the one who can destroy both soul and body in Gehenna" 
(Matt. 10:28). 


Concerning the creation of the soul, Roman Catholicism teaches that this 
occurs at the moment of its unification with the body. In spite of some 
question on the part of some of the church fathers concerning just when the 


the creation and infusion of the spiritual soul coincides with the moment of 
conception." 13 (This position of course has serious implications regarding 
the Christian attitude toward issues like abortion.) 


Summing up the Roman Catholic understanding of the nature of humans, 
Vatican IT stated: "Man, though made of body and soul, is a unity. Through 
his very bodily condition, he sums up in himself the elements of the material 


raise their voice in praise freely given to the creator."14 


BIBLICAL DATA 


Like evangelicals, the basic Catholic view of human beings is rooted in 
Scripture, both Old and New Testaments. From the earliest chapters of the 
Bible there is a clear picture of the origin, nature, and fall of the human race. 


There is also a sense of the unity of the human race: "All peoples form a 


to dwell over the entire face of the earth (cf. Acts 17:26)."1s 
OLD TESTAMENT 


At first glance (and at first glance only), the two accounts of humanity's 
origin in Genesis might seem to some to be in conflict. The first declares 
that humans are made in the image of God (Gen. 1:27). The second account 
says they are made from "the clay of the ground" into which God breathed 
life: "the LORD God formed man out of the clay of the ground and blew 
into his nostrils the breath of life, and so man became a living being" (Gen. 
2:7). Upon closer analysis, however, we discover that this second account is 


a fuller and more developed description of human creation. First, humanity, 
although the product of a special creation ("made in God's image"), retains a 
connection with the general creation by virtue of being formed from "the 
clay of the ground." Second, this account (the whole of chap. 2) indicates 
that the Garden of Eden was prepared for human habitation and was a literal 
physical place where they could enjoy fellowship with God and each other. 


The second account also details the emergence of the first woman, who was 
formed from the body of the first man. "So the LORD God cast a deep sleep 
on the man, and while he was asleep, he took out one of his ribs and closed 
up its place with flesh. The LORD God then built up into a woman the rib 
that he had taken from the man" (Gen. 2:21-22). Ott notes that "this account, 


Fathers in the literal sense.... According to a decision of the Bible 
commission, the literal historical sense is to be adhered to in regard to the 
formation of the first woman out of the first man."16 


Men and women alone are made in the image of God (Gen. 1:26-27). Adam 
alone was given the task of naming the animals around him. Human beings, 
not animals, enjoy fellowship with God and, in short, are the center of 
creation. The Old Testament further comments that the creation of humanity 
was a marvelous event. Job confessed to God: "Your hands have formed me 
and fashioned me; will you then turn and destroy me?" (Job 10:8-9). As the 
psalmist said, "Yet you have made them [humans] a little less than a god, 
crowned them with glory and honor" (Ps. 8:6). 


God also set up rules of conduct for his special creation. From the very 
beginning he was enjoined to obey God's command (Gen. 2:16-17). Later, 
God's people were given the Ten Commandments (Exod. 20). The Lord told 
Moses to command the Israelite community: "You shall be holy, because I 
am holy" (Lev. 11:45). The prophet Micah summed up our duty to God, 
saying, "You have been told, 0 man, what is good, and what the LORD 
requires of you: Only to do the right and to love goodness, and to walk 
humbly with your God" (Mic. 6:8). 


NEW TESTAMENT 


The New Testament reaffirms the Old Testament teaching on the origin, 
nature, and fall of human beings. There are general references to the creation 
of "all things," including human beings (John 1:3; Col. 1:16; Rev. 4:11). But 
Jesus referred specifically to the creation of Adam and Eve when he 
reminded them, "Have you not read that from the beginning the Creator 
“made them male and female?" (Matt. 19:4). Likewise, Paul said, "Adam 
was first formed, then Eve" (1 Tim. 2:13) and "man did not come from 
woman, but woman from man" (1 Cor. 11:8). 


As to the spiritual nature of human beings, called "soul" or "spirit," the New 
Testament is clear that there is conscious existence after death. The dying 
thief was told that his soul would be in paradise that very day (Luke 23:43). 
Paul said, ''We would rather leave the body and go home to the Lord" (2 
Cor. 5:8), and "I long to depart this life and be with Christ, [for] that is far 
better" (Phil. 1:23). John speaks of "the souls of those who had been 
slaughtered" being in heaven in conscious bliss (Rev. 6:9-11). The word 
"immortality," as used of human beings, is reserved in the New Testament 
for humans in their final resurrected state (cf. 1 Cor. 15:53). Nevertheless, 
the Scriptures are clear that there is a spiritual dimension to human beings 
that survives death and goes eventually either into the blessing of God's 
presence or into the conscious suffering of the place called hell (cf. Matt. 
25:41; Luke 16:22-31) to await the resurrection of their bodies when Jesus 
returns (cf. John 5:29; 1 Cor. 15:22-23; Rev. 20:4-5). 


Catholics and evangelicals also agree that human beings are fallen. Not only 
does the New Testament teach the origin and nature of human beings from 
God; it also affirms that they fell and are in a state of original sin, as Paul 
declared: "through one person sin entered the world, and through sin, death, 
and thus death came to all, inasmuch as all sinned" (Rom. 5:12). Thus we 
are "by nature children of wrath" (Eph. 2:3) and must be born again, since 
"what is born of flesh is flesh and what is born of spirit is spirit" (John 3:6). 


THEOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
HUMANITY 


The common Catholic-evangelical doctrine of human beings is not only 
rooted in Scripture; it also finds similar theological expression. Both, for 
example, believe in original sin. 


ORIGINAL SIN 


The official Roman Catholic position on original sin is evangelical at the 
core. It asserts: "If anyone does not confess that the first man, Adam, when 
holiness and justice in which he had been constituted, and through the 
offence of that prevarication incurred the wrath and indignation of God,.... 
and that the entire Adam through that offence of prevarication was changed 
in body _and soul for the worse, let him be anathema."17 


Likewise, the final remedy for this woeful situation is the same as the 
common evangelical view: "If anyone asserts that this sin of Adam, which in 


which is in each one something that is his own, is taken away either by the 


forces of human nature or by_a remedy other than the merit of the one 
mediator, our Lord Jesus Christ ... let him be anathema."18 


The Roman Catholic Church teaches that our first parents in the Garden of 
Eden lost sanctity by their disobedience. God's commandment to them was 
probationary in nature, and the entire sorry scenario happened in space/ time 
and must not be relegated to the realm of myth or saga. "Since Adam's sin is 
the basis of the dogma of Original Sin and Redemption the historical 
accuracy of the account as regards the essential facts may not be 
impugned."19 Also, original sin is not to be understood as having been 
sexual in nature. It was a sin of disobedience. "The theory that original sin 
was a sexual sin (Clement of Alexandria, Ambrose) cannot be 


The transgression of Adam and Eve resulted in the loss of sanctifying grace 
(i.e., the spiritual life of the soul). Further, they became subject to death and 
the tyranny of the devil. The Catholic church also teaches that Adam's sin 
and its consequences are transmitted to his descendants by inheritance, not 
by example, as David lamented, "Indeed, in guilt was I born, and in sin my 
mother conceived me" (Ps. 51:7). 


The central question in the debate between Catholics and Protestants is this: 
Does grace perfect nature (the Roman Catholic position) or does it change 
nature (the Reformed view)? Richard John Neuhaus touches on this issue in 
his important and provocative book, The Catholic Movement, written before 
he became a Roman Catholic. Drawing the insights of Fr. Carl Peter, a 
theologian at Catholic University, Neuhaus states: "Protestantism, so 
insistent upon the worship owed to God alone, tends to neglect or despise 
the holy that is less than Absolute." On the other hand, "Roman Catholicism, 
SO sensitive to the myriad manifestations of the sacred, tends to worship the 
holy that is less than God" (p. 14). 


In the New Testament, Ott notes that "The passage which contains the 


transmitted to all men."21 


While Catholics and evangelicals share belief in the fact of original sin there 
are differences concerning the remedy for Adam and Eve's transgression. 


Although the Catholic view on the extent of depravity is not significantly 
different from that of most Arminian Protestants, it does differ from a 
strongly Reformed position. The latter, in contrast to Catholicism, places a 
stronger emphasis on people's total inability to even cooperate with God's 
grace by their free will in the process of their salvation. Even here, however, 
the differences are often exaggerated, since Catholicism has its own 
"Calvinists" (called Thomists) in contrast to its "Arminians" (called 
Molinists) who differ strongly on the relationship between free will and 
predestination. 


THE IMAGE OF GOD 


Although there are some differences between Catholics and many 


nevertheless, there are essential similarities. Speaking to humanity's 
creation, Pope John Paul II states: "The primordial affirmation of this 
anthropology_is that man is God's image and cannot be reduced to a mere 


portion of nature or a nameless element in the human city."23 Catholic 


developed the distinction between the likeness of God (similitudo) and the 
image of God (imago). Sin has caused us to lose communion with God and 
our state of righteousness. This formed the basis of the distinction between 
pura naturalia and a donum su- pernaturale, a special gift in addition to his 
natural endowment. Catholics believe that "original righteousness" has been 
lost in the fall, but a natural justice remains. Human beings still retain some 
freedom and some sense of moral law. The Reformers took issue with this 


view on the grounds that it did not indicate the extent of the damage 


(toward the things of the world) but curvatus in se, “bent in upon himself,’ 


enclosed in a vicious circle of egocen- tricity.""24 This developed into what 
the Reformers would call "total depravity," according to which the effects of 


THE CONSEQUENCES OF SIN 


However, both Roman Catholics and evangelicals realize the far-reaching 
whole. The psalmist lamented the state of humanity: "The fool says in his 
heart, “There is no God.'... All alike have gone astray; they have become 
human beings are totally unredeemable apart from the grace of God. As Ott 
notes, "Internal supernatural grace is absolutely necessary for the beginning 
of faith and of salvation."26 In fact, it is a matter of Catholic dogma that "in 
adults the beginning of that justification must be derived from the 
predisposing grace of God through Jesus Christ ... whereby without any 


own free will without the grace of God move himself to justice before Him 


justice he had received from God, not only for himself but for all human 
beings."28 That is, grace is absolutely necessary for salvation. 


In addition to sins committed by individuals, the blight of original 


Testament God tells Israel: "Wash yourselves clean! Put away your 
misdeeds from before my eyes;_cease doing evil; learn to do good. Make 


guilt. History has revealed countless examples of group sin: oppression by 

the strong over the weak, wars, and the like. Unfortunately, the church, as it 
manifests itself in various jurisdictions, has not been without blame. We all 
need to confess and repent in this matter. Current social aberrations such as 


of complete depravity.29 


HUMANITY AND GOD'S CREATED WORLD 


Throughout recorded history we find people pondering their connection to 
the rest of creation that surrounds them. In fact, "in every_conception of man 


cosmos has been 


Relationship with Creation. Earlier in this chapter we discussed the notion 
that while we are the result of a special creative act on the part of God, we 
nevertheless also have a kinship with the cosmos around us. The first 
creation account in Genesis (1:26-27) stresses the spiritual aspect and the 
second (2:7) records humanity's ties with the rest of creation. 


Science has discovered that human bodies are composed of the same 
chemical elements as the rest of the material universe. However, an 
examination of man's relationship with the rest of creation reveals "a 
hierarchical cosmic structure with man at the top, possessing in his own 


the top of the hierarchical ladder by the Greeks and also the ancient and 
medieval Fathers. Thus Aquinas could write, "the highest grade of the whole 


order of generation is the human soul, to which matter tends as toward an 


achievement but also the dynamic fulfillment of the entire cosmos."33 


The great Christian thinkers understood that men and women, by_virtue of 
brought to bear on the world around them. "Through his work, his 
technology, his art, and his moral activity man can actualize virtualities of 
the material world that otherwise would never be realized. This too is part of 
the task imposed on man by his place in the cosmos: he has to humanize the 
material world, to fill it with his spirit."34 Vatican Council II also speaks of 
the value of human activity: "Considered in itself, human activity, individual 
and collective-all that tremendous effort which man has made through the 
centuries to better his living conditions-is in keeping with God's For God 
said to Adam, "Fill the earth and subdue it" (Gen. 1:28). 


The apostle Paul, in his theological tour de force, includes these intriguing 
verses: 


For the creation awaits with eager expectation the revelation of the children 
of God; for creation was made subject to futility, not of its own accord but 
because of the one who subjected it, in hope that creation itself would be set 
free from slavery to corruption and share in the glorious freedom of the 
children of God. We know that all creation is groaning in labor pains even 
until now (Rom. 8:19-22). 


Concerning this passage, the Roman Catholic New American Bible says, 
"Paul considers the destiny of the created world to be linked with the future 
that belongs to the believers. As it shares in the penalty of corruption 


future glory that comprise the ultimate liberation of God's people."36 


In addition to Paul, the writer of Hebrews addresses both the insignificance 
and the greatness of humanity by quoting Psalm 8:4-6: "What is man that 
you are mindful of him, or the son of man that you care for him? You made 
him for a little while lower than the angels; you crowned him with glory and 


honor, subjecting all things under his feet" (Heb. 2:6-8). Thus the author 
identifies our position and responsibility in and to the creation in general. 
We are not the product of a mindless and purposeless force in the universe. 
This brings us to the subject of evolution and how its tenets affect a 
Christian understanding of humanity. 


EVOLUTION 


The concepts surrounding the modern notion of evolution began to take 

82) published his Origin of Species (1859), the theory of evolution became a 
cornerstone of modern science. Since humans were now believed to be the 
product of this naturalistic process, it was inevitable that the church would 


thereof, with Holy Writ. Catholic scholars have offered a way to reconcile 
the apparent conflicts of evolution and the biblical account of creation. 
Catholics are permitted to believe in evolution (in both the micro and macro 
senses). But all Catholics must agree that "the first three Chapters of Genesis 


of religious truths, no legends (D. 2122)."37 Further, they must believe in 
the creation of the human soul. 


Catholics are also given freedom in their interpretation of the days of 
Genesis. The theories which have been put forward to explain the biblical 
hexahemeron (the six days of creation) have been of two sorts: those who 
held a "literal" (realistic) approach and those who preferred a more 
"symbolic" (idealistic) understanding. Early and medieval church fathers can 
be found on both sides of the issue, with Origen being the father of those in 
the symbolic camp. 


to some modern Catholic sources, "the inspired writers of Genesis did not 
intend to produce a scientific cosmology, _nor did they intend to indicate how 
God accomplished His creation. That God is the author, creator, and 


governor of the universe is the religious truth imported; it remains for 


origins."39 


However, even these broad criteria have been disregarded by certain avant- 
garde Catholic thinkers. The name of Teilhard de Chardin comes to mind. 


historicism-which tended to alter orthodox theological precepts-came to the 
attention of Pope Pius XII. In 1950 he issued an encyclical, Humani Generis, 
to address the situation. The purpose was twofold-to combat certain 
heterodox opinions and to restate traditional Catholic teachings that had 


ignores or is opposed to the analogy of faith ... and that which is marked by 
either ignorance or contempt for the literal meaning of the text in favor of a 
purely spiritual interpretation."40 Finally, concerning historical speculations, 
"the encyclical condemns those who empty the Genesis accounts in the Old 
Testament of any historical sense."41 The above quoted statements sound as 


treatments concerning the inerrancy of 


CONCLUSION 


Despite some differences on the extent of sin and the possible use of 
evolutionary processes by God in producing the human body, there are 
essential similarities in the Roman Catholic and evangelical understanding 
of human beings. We find significant overlap on the views of humanity's 
origin, nature, fall, and destiny. Some differences exist, at least with 
Reformed Protestants, on such issues as the extent to which sin has 
corrupted the human condition. Also, the distinction between mortal and 
venial sins is a problem for most evangelicals. In spite of this, the early and 
medieval Fathers would agree that, as concerns salvation, God must take the 
initiative. Certainly that troika of theological giants, Augustine, Anselm, and 
Aquinas, would stand fast on the proposition that God's grace to humanity is 
absolutely necessary for salvation (see chap. 5). 


Catholic Church teaches, and evangelicals agree, that "We believe that in 
Adam all have sinned. From this it follows that on account of the original 
offence committed by him human nature, which is common to all men, is 
reduced to that condition in which it must suffer the consequences of that 
fall. 114' As to the dignity of human beings because of being made in the 
image of God, "God did not create man a solitary being, From the beginning 
“male and female he created them!' (Genesis 1:27). This partnership of man 
and woman constitutes the first form of communion between persons. For 
by_his innermost nature man is a social being;_and if he does not enter into 
relations with others he can neither live nor develop his gifts."44 


Finally, both Catholics and evangelicals agree that the doctrine of God as 
creator cannot be ignored in a discussion about human beings. "Without a 
creator there can be no creature.... Besides, once God is forgotten, the 
creature is lost sight of as well."45 Sin has had its baleful effect on human 
beings. "Although set by God in a state of rectitude, man, enticed by the evil 


4 


CHRIST 


INTRODUCTION 


There is a common biblical and creedal source for both Catholics and 
evangelicals on the doctrine of Christ. This christological core is found in 
the Athanasian and Chalcedonian creeds. Here too both orthodox Protestants 
and Catholics share the insights of the great troika of Christian theologians: 
Saints Augustine, Anselm, and Aquinas. The Christian tradition down 
through the centuries has proclaimed that Jesus Christ is God in the flesh. 


The unique and altogether singular event of the incarnation of the Son of 
God does not mean that Jesus Christ is part God and part man, nor does it 
imply_that he is the result of a confused mixture of the divine and the 


human. He became truly man while remaining truly God. Jesus Christ is true 
God and true man. During the first centuries, the Church had to defend and 
clarify this truth of faith against the heresies that falsified it.’ 


DEFINITION OF THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST 


theology. Concerning the mission of Jesus Christ: "The eternal Son of God, 
“one of the Trinity,' became man in order to save men."2 Christ 
accomplished this by "recapitulating all things in himself, He re-united the 
whole human race with God through the mystery of His death and 
resurrection, and reconciled all things among themselves."3 Martin Luther 
has caused Roman Catholics much heartburn, but we trust they would agree 
with him when he states: "I have found and noted in all histories of the 
whole Christian Church that all those who have maintained the central 
doctrine of Jesus Christ in its integrity have remained safe and sound in the 


that Jesus Christ is true God and true man, all the other articles of the 
Christian faith will fall in place for him and firmly sustain him."4 


The study of Christ historically has been divided into two areas of 
investigation: who Christ was and what Christ did. The latter subject, 
soteriology, we will treat in chapter 5. The former topic is called Christology 
and will be addressed here. 


Christology also is closely connected with "anthropology"-the study of 
humanity. Anthropology begins with people and investigates their origin, 
nature, and initial contact with sin (see chap. 3). This discipline ends with a 
cry for divine help. Christology is the first step in the answer to that cry. 


CHRIST IN THE OLD TESTAMENT 


Catholics, like evangelicals, point to the evidence in the Old Testament 
concerning Christ that are made clear from Jesus' repeated statements in the 
New Testament. Our Lord made this evident to the disciples on the road to 
Emmaus. Jesus, remaining unrecognized by the two men, questioned them 


about the events that had transpired concerning the crucifixion. When they 
indicated their misunderstanding of the nature of the messianic mission, 
Christ said: "“Oh, how foolish you are! How slow of heart to believe all that 
the prophets spoke! Was it not necessary that the Messiah should suffer 
these things and enter into his glory?’ Then beginning with Moses and all the 
prophets, he interpreted to them what referred to him in all the scriptures" 
(Luke 24:25-27),. 


Later in the same chapter Jesus said, "These are my words that I spoke to 
you while I was still with you, that everything written about me in the law of 
Moses and in the prophets and psalms must be fulfilled" (Luke 24:44). 
Indeed, Jesus had already declared in the Sermon on the Mount: "Do not 
think that I have come to abolish the law and the prophets. I have come not 
to abolish but to fulfill" (Matt. 5:17). To the Jews he declared, "You search 
the scriptures, because you think you have eternal life through them; even 
they testify on my behalf" (John 5:39). And the writer of Hebrews cites 
Jesus saying, "As is written of me in the scroll, Behold, I come to do your 
will, 0 God" (Heb. 10:7). The entire Old Testament speaks of Christ; so 
claimed our Lord on several occasions. 


Information concerning Jesus in the Old Testament is both typological and 
prophetic in nature. That is to say, the messianic material there is 


Testament. As Catholic scholars note, "The Old Testament is indispensable 
... for an understanding of the categories and terms in which both Jesus and 


New is in the Old concealed and the Old is in the New revealed. That is, 
Christ is seen in the Old Testament by_way of anticipation and in the New 
Testament by_way of realization.6 


Historically, it has become customary to refer to three offices connected to 
the work of Christ. These are the offices of Prophet, Priest, and King, All of 
these designations find their origin in the Old Testament. Concerning the 


seems that Moses is referring in general to all the true prophets who were to 


succeed him. But since Christ is the Great Prophet in whom the prophetic 
office finds its fulfillment and completion, this passage was understood in a 


Christ also fulfills the office of Priest. In the Old Testament, a priest was one 
in whom authority was vested and, almost without exception, designated an 


ecclesiastical position. The following verse has been understood by the 
church as having implications concerning the ministry of Jesus: "The Lord 


American Bible are helpful to identify the Roman Catholic position: 
"According to the order of Melchizedek: in the same way as Melchizedek 
was a priest. There are three main points of resemblance between 


neither belongs to the tribe of Levi. Cf. Gen. 14:18; Christ our high priest is 
distinguished from his Old Testament forerunners in that the sacrifice that he 
offered was himself. (This gets us into the crucial question concerning the 
atonement, which we will address; as well as Anselm's significant 
contribution, in chap. 5. The office of priesthood as it impacts the 
sacerdotalism of the Roman Catholic system will be discussed in chap. 14.) 


Concerning the office of King, Roman Catholics believe that Christ rules 


of his people the church. The prophet Isaiah foresaw the "King of Kings": 
"For to us a child is born, to us a son is given, and the government will be on 
his shoulders and he will be called Wonderful Counselor, Mighty God, 


CHRIST IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Concerning Christ and the New Testament it has been said that "it is 
impossible to exaggerate the personalist character of the Christian 


previous envoy of God's, and in a different way."11 


The early apostolic church was made up largely of Jews who were 
convinced that the expected Messiah had come. The facts of Jesus' life, 
death, and resurrection were central to their understanding. Hence, the New 
Testament, which is a product of the apostolic church, is replete with 
information about the life and ministry of Jesus. 


Concerning the necessity of both faith and history in the formation of the 
apostolic tradition the New Catholic Encyclopedia notes: "Those who 
formulated and preserved the tradition just described were conscious of the 


we are found false witnesses as to God, in that we have borne witness 
against God that he raised 


Roman Catholics draw their understanding of Christ and his mission from 
the pages of the New Testament. ''He who is the “image of the invisible God' 
(Col. 1:15), is himself the perfect man who has restored in the children of 
Adam that likeness to God which had been disfigured ever since the first sin. 


THE Two NATURES OF CHRIST 


THE DEITY OF CHRIST 


Belief in the deity of Christ has been foundational to the Christian church 
from the beginning (cf. Acts 2:31-36; Rom. 10:9; Heb. 1:8). It forms the 
framework from which springs Christian theology. It was the crucial issue 
that split "followers of the Way’ from their Judaistic compatriots. This 
before the Sanhedrin and his subsequent martyrdom. Concerning this 
incident, the New American Bible states: "With Stephen, who thus 
perceived the fuller implications of the teachings of Jesus, the differences 
between Judaism and Christianity began to 


Less than three hundred years after the close of the Apostolic era, the church 
was faced with a profusion of ideas challenging the New Testament's 
teaching about Christ. The first four general councils responded to these 
speculations and laid the groundwork for Christian orthodoxy. 


At the Ecumenical Council of Nicea (A.D. 325) the church addressed the 
nature of the relationship between the Father and the Son with the resulting 
condemnation of Arianism. An Alexandrian priest named Arius (d. A.D. 

to be a created being, Thus Arius rejected the orthodox view that Jesus was 
of the "same substance" as the Father. Under the influence of Athanasius, 
the Council made it clear that Jesus was of the same, not just similar, 
substance as the Father: "begotten not made." Constantinople I (A.D. 381) 
confirmed Nicea and stated the divinity of the Holy Spirit and his inclusion 
in the Godhead while further refining the doctrine of the Trinity. Ephesus 
(A.D. 451) distinguished the two natures-divine and human-in Christ. 
Nestorius, a priest in Antioch, is credited with the distinction of the two 
natures in Christ as involving also a distinction of persons. He was 


God is truly Emmanuel ... let him be anathema." And, "Can. 5. If anyone 


anathema."Is 


The Roman Catholic dogma concerning the divinity of Christ agrees with 
orthodox Protestants: "Jesus Christ is True God and True Son of God (De 
Furthermore, "He is God and man. He is God begotten of the substance of 
the Father before all ages and man born in time of the substance of His 
Mother. He is perfect God and perfect man."17 Concerning the Old 
Testament testimony on this matter: "The Divine dignity of the Messiah is 
Wonderful, Counsellor, God the Mighty, the Father of the world to come, the 
Prince of Peace 


In the New Testament, we have the testimonies of the baptism of Jesus 
inducted by His heavenly Father into His Messianic office, and His Divine 
Sonship is attested by means of a solemn Revelation to St. John. In the 
transfiguration on Tabor this Divine attestation is repeated before the chief 
Apostles."19 


Christ is addressed as "God" in the New Testament. "The Apostle St. Paul 
gives further expression to his conviction of faith in the Godhead of Christ 
passages. (cf. Titus 2:13). Jesus is also called Kyrios or "Lord." Although 
this term does not always designate deity, given the context in which it is 


taken from Isaiah 45:23 which says that every knee will bow to Yahweh, a 
term that always means "God." Indeed, Jesus often claimed to be Yahweh, 
sometimes citing the very words Yahweh to refer to himself. For example, 


clearly claimed to be one with Yahweh.22 


Christ's deity also is verified by verses that state his preexistence. John 
declared emphatically that "In the beginning ... the Word Jesus] was with 
God" (John 1:1). To the Jews who were determined to stone him, Christ 
said: "Abraham your father rejoiced to see my day; he saw it and was glad." 
And, Jesus said to them, "Amen, amen, I say to you before Abraham came 
to be, I AM" (John 8:56-58). The apostle Paul spoke of the preexistence of 
Christ "Who, though he was in the form of God, did not regard equality with 
God something to be grasped. Rather, he emptied himself" by coming to 
earth in the form of a servant (Phil. 2:6-7). John too says "the Word [Christ] 
became flesh," though he was God from all eternity (John 1:14, emphasis 
added; cf. 1:1). 


THE HUMANITY OF CHRIST 


That the "Eternal Word," the second Person in the Godhead, took upon 
himself areal human nature has been a crucial doctrine of classic 


Indeed, "in the mysterious union of the incarnation, the church was led over 
the course of centuries to confess the full reality of Christ's human soul, with 
its operations of intellect and will, and of his human 


The Incarnation. The doctrine that leads any discussion of the humanity of 
Christ is the incarnation. The biblical basis for this doctrine is found most 


used here respectively indicate that Jesus came in a fleshly human nature in 


being raised and ascending in the same body of flesh and bones in which he 


It is important to note that when he became man, Christ did not cease being 
God. To paraphrase Athanasius, in the incarnation we do not have the 
subtraction of deity but the addition of humanity. As to the fact of the 
incarnation, Pope Leo the Great, writing to Flavian of Constantinople (A.D. 
449), states: "Consequently, the Son of God entered into these lowly, 
conditions of the world, after descending from His celestial throne, and 
though He did not withdraw from the glory of the Father, He was generated 
in a new order and in a new nativity." Further, "For He who is true God, is 
likewise true man, and there is no falsehood in this unity."25 


Concerning the purpose of the incarnation, the Roman Catholic Church 


teaches that "the Son of God became man in order to redeem men (De 
Anselm in his important work Cur Deus Homo (Why the God-Man).27_ We 
will address this in chapter 5. 


The second article of the Nicene Creed emphasizes the incarnation. The 
human natures that made up Christ's person. Two false notions are rejected. 
First, the idea that Christ was a mere human being; the creed declares him to 
be "of one substance with the Father." Christ was homoousious (of the same 
substance), _as opposed to homoiousious (of like substance), as the Arians 
held. This addresses the Marcionite and Gnostic attempts to distinguish 
between the God of creation and the God of redemption. "The God who 
becomes incarnate in Christ and through him carries out the work of 
redemption is no one else than the God of creation."28 Second, "the Nicene 
confession of Christ also rejects all tendencies to regard Christ as a kind of 
theophany or divinity wandering around incognito on earth. The humanity of 
Christ is true 


The early_church fathers refused to separate the two natures of Christ. 
"Unless man had overcome the enemy of man, the enemy would not have 
been legitimately vanquished. And again, unless it had been God who had 
freely given salvation, we could never have possessed it securely. And 


unless man had been joined to God, he could never have become a partaker 
of in 


Jesus Christ. We only know life and death through Jesus Christ. Apart from 
Jesus Christ we cannot know the meaning of our life or our death, of God, or 
of ourselves," ial 7 and 
the humanity from one another, free rein is also given to the imagination to 
deal with Christ not as a historic, human person but rather as a cosmic 
spiritual or idealistic principle."32 G. K. Chesterton, a noted lay Roman 
Catholic author of the early 1900s, understood the importance of the 
incarnation: "As compared with a Jew, a Moslem, a Buddhist, a Deist, or 
more obvious alternatives, a Christian means a man who believes that deity 
or sanctity has attached itself to matter or entered the world of the sense."33 


The Virgin Birth. The Roman Catholic Church, in keeping with the witness 
birth of Christ. "This dogma of the Church declares that Christ, the Son of 
God, _was born by external generation of but one parent, the Blessed Virgin 
Mary,_and that she being a virgin did not lose her virginity, either physical or 


before, during, and after the birth of Jesus Christ.i7 We will address this 
more fully in chapter 15. 


The Union of the Two Natures. In a discussion of the relationship between 
the divine and human natures of Christ we must first examine the role of the 


of a human mother. Through His descent from a daughter of Adam, He was, 


asserts that there is in Christ a person, who is the Divine Person of the 
Logos, and two natures, which belong to the One Divine Hence, Mary may 
be understood as being the "Mother of God," since her Son is only one 
person. Protestants can affirm this also. More will be said concerning Mary's 
title in chapter 15. 


The heresy of the Monophysites denied the duality of the two natures; Christ 
was not only one person but also one single nature. The church, how ever, 


human nature."40 


The heresy_of Monothelitism taught that while Christ had two natures he had 
but one divine will. The church responded that "Each of the two natures in 
Christ possesses its own natural will and its own natural mode of operation 


harmony with, and in free subordination to, the Divine Will."41 


The Roman Catholic Church teaches that "The Hypostatic Union of Christ's 
human nature with the Divine Logos took place at the moment of conception 
(De fide)." Augustine said, "From the moment in which He began to be 


(A.D. 675) states: “It is to be believed that the Whole Trinity effected the 


Incarnation of the Son of God, because the works of the Trinity are 
indivisible.'"43 Also, it is to be believed that "Only the Second Divine 
Person became Man The union occurs not in the nature, but in the person; 
specifically, in the Person of the second member of the Godhead, Christ. 


THE RESURRECTION OF CHRIST 


The Roman Catholic communion holds, with all of Christendom, the reality 
of Christ's resurrection. "On the third day after His death Christ rose 
gloriously from the dead (De fide). The Resurrection of Christ is a basic 
truth of Christianity, which is expressed in all the symbols of Faith and in all 
rules of Faith of the ancient Church." According to the understanding of the 
apostles Peter (Acts 2:24) and Paul (Acts 13:35), the Old Testament attests 
to the resurrection: "Because you will not abandon my soul to the nether 
world, nor will you suffer your faithful one to undergo corruption" (Ps. 
16:10). 


As it did in the Protestant churches, modernism in the early twentieth 
century threatened the foundations of Roman Catholic Christology. Pius X 
(1835-1914) condemned a number of errors concerning Christ. The effort to 
separate the resurrection from historical fact was firmly Some liberal 
Catholic scholars offer theological views that appear to deny this. Edward 


Schillebeeckx is prominent among them. He argues that after the 

to appear: that the invisible makes itself seen is expressed on lines of human 
per- ceiving,"47 Certain evangelical scholars also have deviated from the 
historical creedal view of the Christian church48 which from the beginning 
has made the apostolic confession: "I believe ... in the resurrection of the 
flesh." 


The nature of the body of the risen Christ is of vital importance, since if it 
was not the same physical body in which he died, then God's purposes in 
both creation and redemption would be thwarted. Of late, some have 
stressed the non-materiality of the resurrection body and have down played 


its connection with the pre-resurrection body of This is a rebirth of a similar 


Official Roman Catholic theology holds that "the Body of the Risen Christ 


space and time. The Risen Christ retained the wounds in His transfigured 
body _as tokens of His triumph over death."50 As Augustine declared: "The 
world has come to the belief that the earthly body of Christ was received up 
into heaven. Already both the learned and unlearned have believed in the 

a very few either of the educated or uneducated are still staggered by it."51 
With this conclusion, both creeds and councils of the Christian church have 
repeatedly agreed.52 


Finally, concerning Christ's return to heaven, "Christ ascended body and 
soul into Heaven and sits at the right hand of the Father (De fide).""" The 
early church leaders stressed Christ's return to the Father: "The Fathers give 
unanimous testimony of Christ's Ascension. All the ancient rules of Faith 
mention it together with the Death and the Resurrection."54 


TITLES OF CHRIST 


Earlier in this chapter we discussed the manner in which Christ fulfilled the 
requirements of the offices of prophet, priest, and king. There are several 
other titles attached to the person and work of Christ: Messiah, Son of God, 
Son of man, Lord, and Savior. 


wanted to avoid confusion with the mistaken political notion of the Messiah 
that was current at the time. However, "Jesus' reluctance to use the title was 
not shared by the first Christians. By the end of the Apostolic Age, the term 
Christ (the Greek translation of the Hebrew, messiah) had lost its character 
as a title and was considered part of the personal name, Jesus Christ. The 
early Church must have found no better title by which to present the 


meaning of Jesus to the Jews as the fulfillment of the destiny of Israel."51 


Concerning Jesus as the Son of God, we again find Jesus shying away from 
applying the title to himself. The early church, however, used this title and it 
is found in almost all the books of the New Testament in one form or 
another. 


Jesus’ favorite title for himself was Son of Man. It is used approximately 


The title of Lord is closely related with the titles Christ and Son of God. 
"The disciples had called Jesus Lord in the secular sense of master. With the 


used of Jesus early on but was more popular with the later New Testament 
writers. "Because of the connotations the word had in the Hellenistic world, 
which was looking for savior gods, and especially in pagan ruler worship, 
this title was a rich one.... It may have been found more useful than the 
Suffering Servant concept to explain the meaning of the death of Jesus to the 
Gentile world."58 


CONCLUSION 


We have traced the development of Christology from the Scriptures to the 
present citing mainly Roman Catholic sources. Christology's major task is to 
address the relationship of the divine and the human in Christ.59 From the 
early church fathers through the Medieval Doctors to the Reformers, we find 
basic agreement concerning doctrines addressing Christ's person and work. 
Modern orthodox Roman Catholic scholars agree with this assessment: "By, 
and large, the mainstream of traditional Protestantism stemming from the 
Reformation agrees with Catholic teaching in basic Christology."60 


Modern Reformed theologian Louis Berkhof, commenting on the history of 
the doctrines dealing with the two natures of Christ, observed that 
"rationalistic attacks on the doctrine were not entirely wanting, but the 
Church remained firm in the confession of this truth, in spite of the fact that 
it was once and again declared to be contrary to reason. In this confession, 
Roman Catholics and Protestants stand shoulder to shoulder."61 


Another Reformed scholar, writing about the Chalcedonian Christology, 
notes: "Shedd in his History of Christ Doctrine, writes, “Another important 
implication in the Chalcedon Christology is that it is the Divinity, and not 
the humanity, which constitutes the root and basis of Christ's personality. 


The incarnation is the humanizing of deity, and not the deification of 


not by the elevation of the finite to the infinite, but by the humiliation of the 
infinite to the finite,'"62 


Modern Roman Catholic popes have been mindful of the need to preserve 
the classical formulations concerning Christology. Paul VI declared that it 
was "not enough to believe that Christ is aman in whom God is fully 
present; the faith as formulated in the great Christological Councils implies 
that He is God's eternal Son who in time became man to reveal the Father 
fully."63 


of Christ in this endeavor, he affirmed that "if we go back to the beginnings 
of the Church, we find a clear affirmation that Christ is the one savior of all, 
the only one able to reveal God and lead to God."65 Indeed, "for all people- 


Jews and gentiles alike-salvation can only come from Jesus 


A current evangelical work declares: "If Christ has not truly suffered, why 
should we? Because Christ invites us to Himself through His passion, those 
who will not be branches of His cross will bear no fruit-rather their fruit is 


deadly, and one who eats of it dies eternally."67 


In closing, we can do no better than to reproduce a portion of the Symbol of 
Chalcedon (A.D. 451): 


and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, the same perfect in divinity and 


perfect in humanity, the same one is being (homoousios) with the Father as 
to the divinity and one in being with us as to the humanity, like unto us in all 


things but sin (cf. Heb. 4:15), The same was begotten from the Father before 
the ages as to the divinity and in the later days for us and our salvation was 
born as to His humanity from Mary the Virgin Mother of God.68 


We have examined here the common orthodox Catholic and evangelical 
Protestant view of who Christ was. In chapter 5 we will look at what he did 
for us. 


7. 
SALVATION 


Catholics and evangelicals share a common core of beliefs about salvation. 
The roots of this common heritage are found in the early church fathers and 
flowered in Augustine. These first teachers of the church grappled primarily 
with the issues concerning the Person of Christ (Christology) rather than 
theologians addressed the doctrine of what Christ accomplished, agreeing 
that salvation is based on God's grace. As a current catechism puts it, 
"Believing in Jesus Christ and in the One who sent him for our salvation is 


affirmation does not necessarily involve full agreement between Catholics 
and Lutherans on justification by faith,"'2 nonetheless, it does express the 
surprisingly significant core of salvation beliefs shared by Catholics and 
evangelicals. 


THE EARLY PATRISTIC PERIOD 


The basis for our common heritage is, of course, the Old and New 
Testaments. Beyond these, the writings of the early Fathers, as well as the 
creeds and confessions of the church form a common basis for all orthodox 
believers, Roman Catholic and Protestant. 


REACTION TO GNOSTICISM 


The most serious threat to early Christian faith was Gnosticism.’ This was 
not a clearly defined movement but was made up of various subgroups 
drawn from Hellenic as well as oriental sources. The term Gnosticism comes 
from the Greek word gnosis, which means "knowledge." One of 
Gnosticism's central doctrines was the belief that those who embraced the 
movement possessed a special mystical knowledge which led to salvation. 


Gnosticism also held to a form of dualism, a view of reality which posits 
two fundamental principles: matter is evil and spirit is good. Gnostics 
believed that salvation was the escape from the physical body (which is evil) 
achieved by special knowledge (gnosis). The understanding of the body as 
evil led some Gnostics to stress control of the body and its passions 
(asceticism), while others left the body to its own devices and passions 
(libertinism). Both forms of these Gnostic-like practices (which existed in 
embryonic form in the New Testament), were addressed in several books, 
including Colossians, 1 and 2 Timothy, Titus, 2 Peter, and the Epistles of 
John. 


Harold O. J. Brown offers this succinct summation of the effects of 
Gnosticism: "Gnosticism was a response to the widespread desire to 
whole order of reality, claiming to know and to be able to explain things of 
which ordinary, simple Christian faith was entirely 


Gnostics rejected the notion that Christ had a body like ours. Docetists held 
a similar view. Docetism-named from the Greek word meaning "to seem"- 
held that the body of Jesus appeared to be fully human but was not. This 
does serious damage to the doctrine of the incarnation and this error has 
recently reappeared.’ Marcion, a second-century heretic, represented the 


most dangerous movement associated with Gnosticism. According to him, 


the Father of Jesus is not the same as Yahweh, the God of the Old 
Testament. If this is true, Christianity is severed from its historic roots. 


Fatalism, the belief that everything is controlled by an impersonal force, was 
also an element of Gnostic thinking. The early church fathers opposed 
fatalism by stressing the freedom of the human will. Justin Martyr and John 
Chrysostom argued that good and evil come not from the individual's nature 
but from the will and choice. In response to the Gnostic libertarians 
Tertullian focused on the importance of works and righteousness, going so 
far_as to say that "the man who performs good works can be said to make 
God his debtor."'6 This unfortunate phrase set the stage for centuries to 
come. 


The "works-righteousness" concept, which seemed to be so ingenuous in 


definition of the theological elements involved was needed. This dispute 
came on the scene in the system of Pelagius and the Christian thinker to 
confront it was Augustine of Hippo.7 


AUGUSTINE, BISHOP OF HIPPO 


Augustine (A.D. 354-430) was an intellectual giant. Born in Tagaste, North 
Africa (now Algeria), his mother was a Christian and his father a pagan. In 
his youth, Augustine sought after intellectual wisdom and thus was drawn to 
Manichaeism, a third-century religion that blended Persian, Christian, and 
Buddhist concepts. Augustine taught in Carthage for a time and then moved 
to Rome and Milan (A.D. 384), where he became disenchanted with 
Manichaeism and began to investigate Neoplatonism. 


This new philosophical orientation convinced him that the existence of evil 
could be reconciled with the doctrine of creation. His understanding that evil 
was not a positive, created thing, but a privation or lack in things proved to 


that belong to nature."9 


Through the preaching of Ambrose of Milan, his study of the New 
Testament, and the life of the desert father Antony of Egypt, Augustine was 
prepared for Christian conversion and was baptized at Easter in A.D. 387. 
He was ordained a priest in A.D. 391, was a bishop four years later, and 
succeeded to the See of Hippo in A.D. 396. Augustine died during the siege 
of the city by the Vandals in A.D. 430. 


The thought of this intellectual and spiritual giant is crucial to the central 
investigation of this present work in that Augustine's contributions have 
been embraced by both Roman Catholics and Protestants. Our primary 
concern here is with Augustine's soteriological contributions. No one has 
exercised a greater influence over the development of Western Christian 
thought than the Bishop of Hippo. Anselm of Canterbury equated 
theological orthodoxy as he knew it with conformity to the writings of 
Augustine of Hippo, as did Thomas Aquinas after him. 


In dealing with Augustine's doctrine of justification, it is important to note 
that his thinking on this most vital of issues underwent significant 
development. Early on Augustine stressed the role of the human will in 
matters of salvation, a view he would later modify in his disputations with 


one has failed to fulfill these commandments, he will not be filled with 
pride; thus, by frightening him, the law fulfills its purpose of pedagogue, 
God is not that by which God himself is just but that which God gives to 
man so that he might be just through God."" In short, it is totally by God's 
grace that we are justified. Salvation is neither initiated nor obtained by 
human action. Even the faith by which we obtain salvation is the gift of 
God. 


SUMMING UP SALVATION IN THE EARLY PERIOD 


conclusions. First, the eternal decree of God's predestination determines 
one's election. "I speak thus of those who are predestined to the Kingdom of 
God, whose number is so certain that one can neither be added to them nor 
taken from them."12 


Second, God's offer of grace (salvation) is itself a gift (John 6:44a). 
Commenting on Paul's statement in 2 Timothy 4, Augustine wrote: "His last 
clause runs thus: “I have kept the faith." But he who says this is the same 
who declares in another passage, I have obtained mercy that I might be 
faithful.' He does not say, I obtained mercy because I was faithful’ but “in 
order that I might be faithful,’ thus showing that even faith itself cannot be 
had without God's mercy, _and that it is the gift of God."13 


Third, the human will is completely unable to initiate or attain salvation. 
This concept squares quite well with the later doctrine of total 
depravitywhich surfaced more than a millennium later as the first point of 
the Reformed mnemonic device, TULIP: Total depravity, Unconditional 
election, Limited atonement, Irresistible grace, and Perseverance of the 
saints. These five points of Calvinist soteriology were adopted at the Synod 
of Dort (A.D. 1618-19). 


included both the beginnings of one's righteousness before God and its 
subsequent perfection-the event and the process. What later became the 
Reformation concept of "sanctification" then is effectively subsumed under 
the aegis of Although he believed that God initiated the salvation process, it 
is incorrect to say that Augustine held to the concept of "forensic" 
justification. This understanding of justification is a later development of the 
Reformation (see chap. 12). 


Fifth, a feature in Augustinianism which Protestants will no doubt find 


finally persevere.15 This is Calvinism without the perseverance of all the 
saints. Thus Reformed scholar Louis Berkhof comments: "The [Reformed] 


certainly be saved in the end, though Augustine has given it that form, but 


common core of teaching on salvation that unites Catholics and Protestants; 
namely, that salvation is by God's grace.17 That is, no good works precede 
justification (regeneration). Recently, some have claimed that the common 
core is "salvation by grace through but this is misleading since Roman 
Catholics believe that justification occurs at baptism when the infant is too 


believe works are necessary for salvation (see chap. 12), whereas Protestants 


believe salvation is by faith alone. Often the views are distinguished by 
(sola gratia), while Protestants add that it is also by faith alone (sola fide), 
But even here different things are meant by "grace alone,"19 for sola gratia 
does not mean the same thing for Catholics as it does for Reformed 
Protestants. For normative Catholicism, sola gratia means only the primacy 
and necessity of grace, but not the exclusivity of grace. Official Catholicism 
teaches that works are also necessary for salvation. And while all Catholics 
believe these works are prompted by grace, they also believe in the 
meritorious nature of good works, which Protestants deny (see chap. 12). 


Nonetheless, both Catholics and Protestants believe in the necessity of 
grace. That is, without God's grace there would be no salvation. And even 
man's good works, which are the necessary fruit of regeneration, are 


loved not God?" Hence, "that grace of God, whereby “His love is shed 


abroad in our hearts through the Holy Ghost, which is given to us,’ must be 


*Lhave been found by those who did not seek me; I have shown myself to 
those who did not ask for me' (Rom. 10:20; Isa. 65:1)."21 Canon 18 adds, 
merit anterior to grace;_their performance, rather, is due to a prior sift of 
grace to which we have no claim."22 


In concluding this section on the early church's view of salvation, it is fitting 
to mention the tension between Augustine's doctrine of the churchwhich had 
sacramental and sacerdotal elements-and his soteriological concerns. In 
addressing this point, B. B. Warfield wrote, "the Reformation, in wardly 
considered, was just the ultimate triumph of Augustine's doctrine of grace 
over Augustine's doctrine of the Church."23 While the sacraments of 
baptism and penance, the concept of merit, and the relationship between 
predestination and justification can be found in Augustinianism, they 
become more clearly defined later, and we will address them in Part Two. 
Augustine has been regarded as both the last of the church fathers and the 
first medieval theologian. He marks the end of one era and the beginning of 
another. 


THE EARLY MEDIEVAL PERIOD 


The medieval period (the "middle ages") is commonly dated from Augustine 
(or slightly later) to the 1500s. During this period the balance of power in 
the church shifted from the East (where Christianity began) to the West (or 
Latin) wing of the church. 


along with its close relative (also condemned at the Council of Orange), 
keeps recurring in church history. It seems that the natural inclination leans 


toward Pelagianism rather than Augustine's Pauline emphasis on the grace 
of God. 


Leo the Great, who was the Roman Pontiff from A.D. 440 to 461, is 


modern sense. Many Roman Catholic dogmas (which may have existed in 


germ form earlier) now solidified: the supreme authority of the Roman 
emphasis in the Eucharistic Feast from celebration to sacrifice, to name a 
These doctrines impacted medieval soteriology in several ways. 


JUSTIFICATION AND THE SACRAMENTS 


During the medieval period, baptism and penance were linked with 
justification. God's righteousness was begun (infused) in baptism and 

all thine iniquities': this is done in the sacrament of baptism."27 To 
circumvent the fact that it is impossible to please God without faith (which 
infants cannot possess), Bernard of Clairvaux held that God justified 
children on account of the faith of others.28 


Although this understanding of the nature and purpose of baptism can be 
found from the earliest of times, the same is not true of the concept of 
penance. The idea of confession to a priest for the remission of sin existed 
until the second century but did not become a widespread practice in the 
early medieval period. Indeed, some applied the term "the second baptism" 
to sacerdotal confession. Baptism addressed the problem of original sin, 
while confession cleansed the effect of actual sin. Some theologians of this 
era took pains to stress that the sacraments were the means God used to 
mediate grace to us. However, this theological nicety was often lost on the 
laity, who became entangled in a works-righteousness system. 


THE CONCEPT OF MERIT 
Closely related to the sacraments in general is the concept of merit. The term 


Schoolmen in the medieval period. There was a pastoral intention connected 


to the concept of merit. As McGrath points out: "It can be shown that a 
distinction came to be drawn between the concepts of merit and congruity; 
preparation for justification could be said to make his subsequent 
justification “congruous' or 


monk, he had found no peace in trying to clear his guilty conscience through 
penance and self-denial but experienced freedom when he realized that man 
Unfortunately, as with the sacraments, this distinction did not always filter 
down to the common folk. 


PREDESTINATION AND JUSTIFICATION 


As in most of the theological concepts surrounding the doctrine of 
justification, we must go back to Augustine to find the earliest treatment of 
predes tination this side of Paul. The context was Augustine's dispute with 
Pelagius, whose theological system-among other things-denied original sin. 
Pelagius taught that people are free in their natural state to do good, apart 
from GQd's grace. 


Augustine disagreed, arguing that, before the fall, humanity was free both to 
sin and not to sin. Between the fall and the cross, we were free only to sin. 
restored, and we are again free both to sin and not to sin. Ultimately, in 
heaven we shall still be free, but only free not to sin. It is important to note 
that, through all this, Augustine does not deny the freedom of the human 


Augustine took great pains to distinguish between predestination and 
fatalism. He resisted the notion of double predestination, which argues that 
God not only decides to elect some to eternal life but also actively 
predestines others to eternal destruction. Nonetheless, the predestination 
controversy came to the fore during the medieval period. Peter Lombard, 
Thomas Aquinas, and Duns Scotus held the Augustinian position that grace 
was extended to man by God without consideration of any existing merit. 
William of Ockham, on the other hand, seems to have based predestination 


on the reality of perseverance, which to the Reformed mind is putting the 
cart before the horse. 


THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY 


Anselm of Canterbury (A.D. 1033-1109) was arguably the most penetrating 
theological thinker between Augustine and Aquinas. He was born in Aosta, 
Northern Italy. At age fifteen Anselm gave his life to God and decided to 
become a monk. 


He entered the Benedictine monastery of Bec in Normandy. Exposed to the 
rigors of theological investigation, he developed into a 
philosophical/religious thinker of first rank. He answered an invitation to 
come to England, and on his arrival was appointed archbishop of 
Canterbury, where he served with distinction until his death in A.D. 1109. 


consolation and reproof, directed to those under his spiritual care. His facile 
mind soon turned to profound theological themes and his efforts would 
change the soteriological landscape forever.32 Anselm wrote on a number of 
themes during his career: the existence and attributes of God, the 
incarnation, the atonement, evil, free will, and predestination. 


principle in his theological investigations was fides quarens intellectum 
("faith seeking understanding"). For Anselm, "faith is not only the 
foundation of true understanding; it is the stimulus to understanding, Faith 
seeks completion in an understanding which stands midway between faith 
preeminently rational; and a Christian lacking an understanding of his faith 
would be a stunted Christian indeed."34 


Anselm rejects fideism. Faith is not without reasons. In fact, "one believes in 
order that one may _understand."35 However, the faith that opens the door to 
certain truths. ‘The faith that introduces man to God, and thus to all of reality, 
must be defined primarily in terms of relationship with God.36 


One of Anselm's great theological treatises was Cur Deus Homo ("Why the 
God-man").37 In it he addressed the relationship between the incarnation 
and the atonement and redirected thinking on the nature and purpose of the 
atonement that had been in place since the apostolic era. 


Augustine had plumbed the depths of depravity_and grace, but even he had 
not addressed the ultimate question posed by Anselm. A popular theory _in 
the early church was the so-called ransom theory. This "classic view" 
understood the atonement as an antidote over the forces of sin and evil, as a 
deliverance of humanity from the clutches of Satan. Augustine also held this 
view. Anselm's contribution to the doctrine of the atonement is called the 
satisfaction theory. It understands the atonement as compensation to the 
Father; sin is failing to give God his due.38 


weight sin is’ (1:21)."39 


In Part Two, Anselm states that man is destined for salvation and examines 
how this purpose was carried out by the God-man. "The Cur Deus Homo 
performed a valuable service for the Church in dealing the death-blow to the 
notion that Christ's death was a ransom paid to the devil in order to satisfy 
the latter's just claim upon men."40 Anselm exhibited "a profound sense of 
the sinfulness of sin and the necessity of atonement."41 


Finally, "Cur Deus Homo places in the forefront of consideration the 
objective efficacy of the Atonement-Christ's death as removing that obstacle 
which our sin had placed in the way of God's extending his favor toward 
us.""42 Cur Deus Homo has been called "the truest and greatest book on the 
atonement that has ever been 


One further theory concerning the atonement should be mentioned-the 


God."44 Abelard's moral-influence theory, however, proved to be less 
satisfactory than Anselm's.45 


SOME CENTRAL THEMES IN MEDIEVAL SOTERIOLOGY 


It may be helpful at this point to summarize some important developments 
in the doctrine of salvation in the Middle Ages. First, there was an increased 
interest in Pauline studies for theological formulations; hence, new attention 
was paid to moral and legal concepts of redemption. 


Second, with the brilliant work of Anselm, the medieval notion of the 
"devil's rights" over sinful humanity-known as the ransom theory of the 
atonement-was replaced by the satisfaction theory. The Reformers were later 
to build on Anselm's insights and would develop a forensic perspective on 
justification. 


Third, the distinction between justification and sanctification-which came to 
the fore in the Reformation-is almost totally absent from the medieval 
period. Instead, the idea that man's status, not his nature, was affected by 
justification was later developed by the Reformers. 


Fourth, although Pelagianism (and semi-Pelagianism) were not completely 
absent from the theological scene during this period it is incorrect to hold 
that these deviations dominated the soteriological scene. Most theological 
concepts were Augustinian in nature, to a greater or lesser degree. 


THE LATE MEDIEVAL PERIOD 


One figure dominated the late medieval period, the Angelic Doctor. St. 
Thomas Aquinas (A.D. 1225?-74) considered himself Augustinian in his 
theology, although he preferred to express his philosophical views in 
Aristotelian terms rather than the Platonic language of Augustine. Aquinas 
seldom differed from Augustine in theology, and then only with great 
deference to his theological mentor. This is certainly true on the doctrine of 
justification. 


Like Augustine, Aquinas believed that regeneration occurs at baptism, 


he held that not all the regenerate will persevere. Contrary to a widespread 
misunderstanding among Protestants, Aquinas believed that humankind is 
unable to initiate or attain salvation except by the grace of God. While man 
can do "natural" good (i.e., loving one's family, kindness toward those who 
do good to us, etc.), he is completely dependent on God for salvation. 
Aquinas asserted emphatically that 


Human reason is very deficient in things concerning God. A sign of this is 


Himself Who cannot lie.47 


Aquinas also believed that human beings are fallen. Commenting on 

were by_nature children of wrath. This sin of the first parents was not only 
passed on to the Gentiles but also to the Jews also... ." Thus, "we were by 
nature, that is, from the earliest beginning of nature-not of nature as nature 
since this is good and from God, but of nature as vitiated-children of an 
avenging wrath, aimed at punishment and hell."48 As a result of the effects 
of sin on man, grace is necessary. Commenting on the great text on grace in 
Ephesians 2:8-9, Aquinas even asserted that faith is a gift of God: 


He [St. Paul] eliminates two errors.... The first of these is that, since he has 
within ourselves and that to believe is determined by our own wishes. 
Therefore to abolish this he states and that not of yourselves. Free will is 
inadequate for the act of faith since the contents of faith are above human 
reason.49 


Aquinas added, "The second error he [St. Paul] rejects is that anyone can 
believe that faith is given by God to us on the merit of our predestined 
actions. To exclude this he adds Not of preceding works that we merited at 


one time to be saved." Aquinas concluded that "if for something to be in our 
power means that we can do it without the help of grace, then we are bound 
to many things that are not within our power without healing grace-for 
example to love God or neighbor." Further, he stated: 


The same is true of believing in the articles of faith. But with the help of 


dependent on God's grace. In fact in their case, though not infallibly 
normative for Catholics, it is by grace alone (sola gratis) in the sense that 


effecting our salvation.51 


However, Aquinas, like Augustine, did not speak of forensic justification as 
understood by the Reformers. Justification for him meant not simply to 
declare the sinner righteous but to make him righteous. Whereas the 
Reformers distinguished forensic justification and progressive sanctification, 
Augustine and Aquinas did not. This does not mean that the Reformers' 
distinction is incompatible with Aquinas's view, but simply that Aquinas did 
not state it this way. Both can be true. Some contemporary Roman Catholic 
scholars believe that declarative justification is included in the thinking of 
Augustine and Aquinas, at least implicitly. 


THE PRE-REFORMATION PERIOD 


IMPORTANT PRE-REFORMATION EVENTS 


The end of the fifteenth century proved to be a turning point in Western 
history. Not only the church but culture in general was to be forever 
changed. Columbus's arrival in America (A.D. 1492), Henry VIII and his 


matrimonial difficulties, and the spreading influence of the Renaissance 
were but a few of the incidents marking this period. Virtually all historians- 
Roman Catholic and Protestant alike-agree that the church had become 
morally corrupt and in need of reform. The "Babylonian Captivity" at 
Avignon (A.D. 1309-77) and the Great Schism (1378-1417) with its scandal 
of anti-popes (competing claims to the papacy) exposed cracks in the papal 
edifice. 


While clerical celibacy_was officially the law of the church, many _priests 


revered by his contemporaries that he was called "the second Christ."12 The 
ecclesiastical situation is aptly summed up by Sebastian Brant (1457-1521): 
"St. Peter's bark is tempest-tossed, I fear the vessel may be lost." 


The two major figures prior to the Reformation were John Wycliffe (A.D. 
1329-84) and John Hus (A.D. 1373-1415). Wycliffe was a brilliant Oxford 
scholar whose insistence on the superiority of Scripture in religious affairs 
earned him the title of the "morning star of the Reformation." As a 
philosopher, he attacked nominalism and upheld an Augustinian realism. 
Hus was ordained in A.D. 1401 and soon became the rector of the 
University of Prague. He was an admirer of Wycliffe's views in general, 
while not quite as "anti-Roman" as the Oxford thinker. His views, however, 
led to him being called a heretic, and he was burned at the stake in A.D. 
1415. 


SUMMING UP SALVATION PRIOR TO THE REFORMATION 


It is important to note that concerning the soteriological doctrines of the men 
we have been examining were Augustinian. The following features 
characterize the medieval theological tradition prior to the Reformation 
period. 


First, justification was regarded as both an initial act and a continual 
process. 


Second, the view of man's standing before God and his basic nature 
underwent change. 


Third, a firm anti-Pelagianism permeated late medieval thought and this 
view passed into the early theology of the Reformation. 


Fourth, a works-righteousness position emerged which was to become a 
focal point in the Reformation controversy. 


THE REFORMATION PERIOD 


Many volumes have been written covering both sides of this The passage of 
time since the event in question has caused the stridency and emotional 
trauma associated with the rupture to subside. On both sides of the debate 
those of a progressive and traditional bent have of late taken a more 
sympathetic look at the causes and events that led to the Reformation. Much 
study and dialogue have occurred recently between Roman Catholics and 
Protestants concerning core theological issues in general and soteriological 
concerns (i.e., justification by faith) in particular. We will examine the 
degree of continuity-or lack of it-between the Augustinianism of the early 
church and later medieval period, and that of the major movers and shakers 
of the Reformation. 


MARTIN LUTHER 


Luther entered the Augustinian monastery at Erfurt in 1505. The themes of 
salvation and damnation-which were central to the culture of the 


Communion).54 


Listen to Luther as years later he recalls his experience in the monastery: 


say: here you have holiness."'56 


In 1511 Luther was transferred from Erfurt to Wittenberg. He lived in the 
Augustinian cloister and was fortunate to have as his spiritual confessor a 
godly man who was also the vicar-general of the monastery: Johannes von 
Staupitz (1469-1524). Staupitz, aware of the intense spiritual struggles that 
enveloped his young charge, directed Luther to study Scripture. Luther was 
graduated Doctor of Theology on October 19, 1512, and commenced 
teaching theology and biblical studies at Wittenberg on August 16, 1513. It 
was in the context of his assignment at the university that Luther developed 
his initial ideas concerning justification by faith. 


Luther had been influenced by nominalism, the form of theology and 
philosophy advocated by William of Ockham. It was known as the via 
moderna in contrast to Thomism and Scotism, which were called the via 
antiqua. Nominalism removed most of the data of faith from the realm of 
reason and was one of the antecedents of modern fideism. 


Luther seems to have had little contact with the early Dominican school 
(which had Thomism as its theological rudder) and it is interesting to 
speculate on how exposure to the Augustinian core of Thomistic thought 
might have influenced his early spiritual and exegetical investigations. 


The decisive role in the formulation of Luther's theology was played by St. 
Paul and Augustinianism. It was shortly after his exegesis of Paul's phrase in 
Romans 1:17, "the righteousness of God" (iustitia Dei in the Latin), that 
Luther stated that justification is a gift of God, appropriated by faith: 


Now I felt as though I had been immediately born anew and had entered 
Paradise itself. From that moment the face of Scripture as a whole became 
clear to me. My mind ran through the sacred books, as far as I was able to 
recollect them, seeking analogies in other phrases, such as opus Dei, that 
which God works in us;_virtus Dei, that by which God makes us strong; 


such to me, I can-indeed, I must-trust in him, I can and must be certain of 
my_salvation in spite of my own 


The beginning of Martin Luther's problems with Rome has often been 
identified with his posting of the Ninety-five Theses on the eve of All 
Saints, October 31, 1517. These theses dealt with the doctrine of purgatory, 


the penitential system, papal authority, but primarily with the sale of 


purchased and thought of them as licenses to sin without spiritual 
consequences. Luther declined to grant them absolution. With the public 


and Christendom changed forever.59 
Among the points raised in the Ninety-five Theses were the following: 


1. A true Christian who is repentant has remission from both the guilt and 
penalty of sin because he participates in the benefits of Christ (theses 16-17). 


2. A Christian has no need of letters of pardon and the purchase of such is 
wrong when it is clearly better to give the money to the poor (theses 41-45). 


3. "The Pope can remit no guilt, but only declare and confirm that it has 
been remitted by God" (thesis 6). 


4. Concerning the "treasury of the accumulated merits of the saints," the 
"true treasure of the Church is the holy Gospel of the glory and the grace of 


God" (thesis 62). 


In the Ninety-five Theses, Luther did not "challenge the doctrine of 
penance, He [did] not demand the abolition of indulgences."60 What he did 
was address the abuses of the doctrines that had become commonplace in 
the culture of his day. 


Indicating how deeply his evangelical (Augustinian) principles influenced 
the theses, Luther was later to write: 


And this is the confidence that Christians have and our real joy of 
conscience, that by faith our sins become no longer ours but Christ's upon 
whom God placed the sins of all of us. He took upon himself our sins.... All 
the righteousness of Christ becomes ours.... He spreads his cloak and covers 
us.61 


alone is not a heresy but is consistent with Catholic tradition and in harmony 
with the teachings of Augustine, Anselm, and Aquinas.62 Other Catholic 
theologians hold similar views. 


Another quote from a modern Roman Catholic source is in order: "The irony 
of the Protestant Reformation is that much of what Luther believed and 
taught was authentic Catholic doctrine that had been distorted by_abuses and 
indulgences. Unfortunately, Luther's criticism of real abuses was not 
heeded."63 


The Council of Trent (A.D. 1545-63) would, during the Counter- 
Reformation, address these same issues and provide needed reforms, such as 
banning the sale of indulgences. This was done to avoid the corrupt practices 
that had developed. 


In addressing the similarities and differences of Augustinianism and Luther, 
the following may be stated. 


First, Luther and Augustine both believed that iustitia Dei (righteousness of 
God) is a righteousness that is a gift from God to us, rather than the 
righteousness that God possesses in his own Person.64 


Second, Luther, following Augustine, did not make the distinction between 
forensic justification and progressive sanctification that would emerge in 
later Protestantism.65 Indeed, "It is important to note that Luther does not 


righteousness. This development will come later, from others."66 


Third, Augustine and the medieval church had believed in a "theology of 
glory." This is the result of natural theology and claims to know God 
through his works. Its antithesis is Luther's "theology of the cross" concept, 
which elevates the cross as the most important place of encounter between 
God and man. There God is seen in weakness (1 Cor. 1:18-25) and suffering 
and our preconceived concepts of divine glory are shattered. Luther said: 


That person does not deserve to be called a theologian who looks upon the 
invisible things of God as if it were clearly perceptible in those things in 


however, who comprehends the visible and manifest things of God seen 
through suffering and the cross.67 


A contemporary orthodox Roman Catholic theologian comments on these 
two "paths" in Christology: 


in the Catholic tradition of East and West, and the theology of the cross, 
which based itself on St. Paul and the earliest forms of Christian belief and 
made a decisive break-through in the thinking of the Reformers.68 


Ratzinger goes on to develop these two themes and states that they_are not 


whole."69 


Finally, Augustine never held the doctrine of "double" predestination. "This 
means an unconditional, eternal predestination both to salvation and to 
damnation.""70 Although Augustinianism might be said to imply logically 
such a concept, the bishop of Hippo never took that step and actually argued 
against it. 


It seems clear that in spite of significant differences in their systems, Luther 
and Augustine were united in their belief that man is spiritually destitute 
and, apart from God's grace, is incapable of producing any semblance of 
spiritual merit. Luther was, indeed (at least concerning the basic tenets of 
justification), a spiritual son of the bishop of Hippo and of the "Doctor 
Angelicus." 


PHILIPP MELANCHTHON 


Philipp Melanchthon was born in Bretten in A.D. 1497. He was a mere 
twenty-one years of age when, teaching at Tubingen, he was appointed to 
the newly founded Chair of Greek in Luther's University of Wittenberg. Two 
men could not be less alike than Melanchthon and Luther. Luther was a 
tempestuous religious revolutionary; Melanchthon, a quiet systematic 
theologian. Luther was contemptuous of philosophy_and Christian while 
Melanchthon enjoyed the support and friendship of the greatest Christian 
humanist of the day, Erasmus. 


Even though they were opposites in temperament and somewhat different in 
theological methodology, "Magister Philipp,” as Luther called him, became 
Luther's trusted friend and first lieutenant. The major theological work of 
Lutheranism, the Augsburg Confession (1530), was mainly the work of 
Melanchthon. His irenic nature in contrast to his superior's bombast made 
him a natural candidate to effect a rapprochement between Rome and 
Wittenberg, but efforts in this direction came to naught. 


Melanchthon represented many differences with his mentor and earlier 
Lutheran thinking. For one thing, he had a more positive approach to the 
freedom of the human will. For another, Melanchthon was more conciliatory 


toward Calvin and Zwingli, appreciating their view on the sacraments and 
Melanchthon seems to abandon an important aspect of Luther's 
understanding of justification: the personal union of Christ and the believer. 


was Melanchthon, not Luther, who first spoke of justification in forensic 
terms.72 In short, concerning issues of soteriology, Melanchthon was less 
Augustinian than Luther and much a product of his earlier training in 


humanistic studies.73 
JOHN CALVIN 


Without a doubt, the most important Reformed theology to come out of the 
Protestant Reformation was that of John Calvin. He was born in Noyon, 
France, on July 10, 1509. Calvin studied in Paris, where he encountered 
humanism as well as the conservative reaction to it. Calvin was familiar with 
the writings and theology of Wycliffe, Hus, and Luther. He drew his deepest 
nothing more than reproducing "that holy man's own plain and 
uncompromising teachings."74 "If I wanted to compile a whole volume 


language than his."75 


Calvin's theological system begins, as did Augustine's and Aquinas's before 


deformity.""76 


Calvin held that "Predestination we call the eternal decree of God, which he 
has determined in himself, what he would have to become of every 
individual of mankind."77 Election is prior to faith, for "While the elect 


faith, but is prior in time and order."78 


Calvin refers to justification as the "main hinge upon which religion turns.” 
It "consists in remission of sins and the imputation of Christ's righ- 
teousness."79 Departing at this point from Augustine, Aquinas, and the 


medieval tradition, Calvin does not see justification as involving an infusion 


teousness."80 What place, then, do good works have in the life of the 
believer? "To the charge that justification thus understood obviates the need 
for good works Calvin's firm reply_is, like Luther's, that although in no 
respect can good works become the ground of our holiness a living faith is 
never devoid of such works. Thus justification necessarily_has its 


consequence in sanctification."81 


Christian salvation includes both justification and sanctification. Calvin kept 
these doctrines in balance, writing, "We confess that, when God reconciles 


namely, he dwells in us by his holy Spirit, by whose virtue the lusts of our 


flesh are daily more and more mortified, and we are ourselves sanctified, 


the obedience of the Law."82 


Hence,_"God's justification of the sinner must lead to ethical, eternal 
sanctification; _but justification can never be based on man's ethical 
attainments. God's justification must lead to righteousness of life, but such 
righteousness of life is never the basis for God's justification."83 


In closing the discussion of Calvin and his contributions to Christian 
thought, let us hear the words of another Reformed theologian: 


The fundamental interest of Calvin as a theologian lay, it is clear, in the 


to the sinful soul of the salvation wrought out by Christ ... and we have been 
told that the main fault of the Institutes ... lies in its too subjective character. 


theologian of the Holy. 


For Calvin, justification was an aspect of the greater question of man's 
relation to God in Christ. 


HULDREICH ZWINGLI 


Zwingli was born New Year's Day, 1484, about forty miles from Zurich. He 
was the dominant force in the Swiss Reformation. He was much influenced 
by the Christian humanist Erasmus. Zwingli was more rationalistic and 
seems to have lacked the intense personal religious conversion in his life 
Luther experienced. 


Whereas Luther searched for a gracious God, Zwingli emphasized a 
sovereign God. On another key _principle of Zwingli's theology, he was one 
with the other Reformers: "We call God Father because he can do what he 
pleases with us." As to the divine image, "it has been obscured, but not 


Zwingli and Luther differed over the issue of the "actual presence" in the 
Eucharistic controversy, and Zwingli seems to include a "works- 
righteousness" element in his understanding of justification. In this, a 
theology_which led Melanchthon to hint darkly at Marburg of the works- 
righteousness of the Swiss 


Concerning Christian doctrine, it is important to note that "The Reformers 
never claimed to have an exhaustive knowledge of biblical truth, but they 
did maintain that any “new truth’ arises out of the Spirit's application of the 


Word in the Christian's life. The “new truth' in no way_adds to that in 
Scripture.""87 


SUMMING UP OUR COMMON SOTERIOLOGICAL ROOTS 


Our differences on the doctrine of salvation notwithstanding,88 a survey of 
both Roman Catholics and Protestant Reformers leads to the following 
conclusions regarding Roman Catholic and evangelical agreement in this 
area. 


First, both believe salvation is historical. The Old Testament view of 
salvation as effected through historic, divine intervention is affirmed in the 
New Testament. Against Gnosticism, we jointly affirm that man is not saved 
by wisdom; as against Judaism, man is not saved by moral and religious 
merit apart from the grace of God. Over against the Hellenistic mystery 
religions, man is not saved by mere religious practices, but by God's action 


in history in the person of Jesus Christ (Rom. 4:25; 5:10; 2 Cor. 4:1Of.; Phil. 
2:6f.; 1 Tim. 1:15; 1 John 4:9-10, 14). 


Second, both evangelicals and Catholics believe salvation is moral and 
spiritual. Salvation is related to a deliverance from sin and its consequences 
and hence from guilt (Rom. 5:1; Heb. 10:22), from the curse of the law (Gal. 
3:13; Col. 2:14), from death (1 Pet. 1:3-5), from judgment (Rom. 5:9), from 
fear (Heb. 2:15); and, finally, from bondage (Gal. 5:1f.; Titus 2:11-3:6). 


Third, salvation is eschatological for both Catholics and evangelicals. The 
future perspective of salvation is crucial (Rom. 8:24; 13:11; 1 Cor. 5:5; Phil. 
3:20; Heb. 1:14; 9:28; 1 Pet. 1:5-9). All that is now known about salvation is 
preliminary and a foretaste of the fullness which awaits the completing of 
the kingdom at the parousia of the Lord. 


Fourth, initial justification is unmerited. As the new Catechism of the 


Geneva and Rome."90 For both groups salvation is by grace and is not 
prompted by human works. It comes as a gift of God to undeserving 

an artificial and forced consensus between great Christians of the past and 
present. Yet if one thing stands out when one studies the writings and lives 


shared one faith and one hope."91 


This is not to say that there are no important differences between Catholics 
and evangelicals on the topic of salvation (see chap. 12). However, perhaps 
the bishop of Hippo, the archbishop of Canterbury, the Angelic Doctor, the 
monk from Erfurt, and the theologian of the Holy Spirit have more in 
common than has hither-to-fore been granted. 
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THE CHURCH 


Despite some major differences between Catholics and evangelicals on the 
nature of the church (see chaps. 13 and 14), there are also some significant 
similarities. Even the great Reformer Martin Luther said, "the Roman 


And despite his strong criticisms of the Roman Catholic Church, John 
Calvin, writing to a cardinal of his time, added that this does not mean "that 
Roman Catholics are not also Christians. “We indeed, Sadoleto, do not deny 
that those over which you preside are Churches of 


Common doctrinal beliefs warrant including the topic of the church in this 


its subject."3 Among the areas of commonality are the origin and nature of 
the Christian church. Both Catholics and Protestants believe the church was 
built on Christ, the chief cornerstone (1 Cor. 3:11; Eph. 2:20). Both believe 
there is a continuity between the people of God in the Old Testament and the 
New Testament. And both believe that there is an invisible dimension to the 
church wherein all the regenerate are united. Indeed, _"it is Christ who, 


Catholics and Protestants call "the church," can be said to have had its 
beginning with the inception of humanity. The Christian church did not 


the true Church is holy, Catholic, apostolic, and one, in which is given one 
holy baptism and true remission of all Nonetheless, God did have a covenant 
community in the Old Testament which many call "the church." Whatever 
the titlelet us call them the people of God-it is evident that God has always 
been interested in dealing with individuals in the context of a community of 
believers. Indeed, the Second Vatican Council declared: "It has not been 
God's resolve to sanctify and save men individually with no regard for their 
mutual relationship. Rather he wants to establish them as a people who 
would give him recognition in truth and service in holiness."7 Thus, we find 


socialization to be an important factor in the unfolding of the people of God 
in history. 


The English word "church" developed through the German Kirche. The 
Latin word ecclesia is derived from the Greek and means "the 


(1. 10,2), supported by St. Augustine (Enarr. in Ps. 149:3), gives the 
following definition of the concept: “The Church is the faithful of the whole 
world."18 


THE BIBLICAL FOUNDATION 


THE PEOPLE OF GOD IN THE OLD TESTAMENT 


We have already spoken about the origin of the human race in chapter 3. 
Humans were to reproduce themselves, control (or better, "husband") nature 
around them, and enjoy fellowship with God (Gen. 2:8-25). This special 
relationship was shattered by the entrance of sin, which resulted in 
alienation from God and caused a rupture between human beings (Gen. 4:8; 
6:11) and the manifestation of selfishness and pride (Gen. 11:8-9). 


The events and pronouncements surrounding the election and call of Abram 
are of great importance concerning the origins of the people of God in the 
Old Testament, who came to be known as Israel. About this we read: 


The Lord said to Abram: "Go forth from the land of your kinsfolk and from 
your father's house to a land that I will show you. I will make of you a great 
nation, and I will bless you; I will make your name great, so that you will he 
a blessing. I will bless those who bless you and curse those who curse you. 
All the communities of the earth shall find blessing in you" (Gen. 12:1-3). 


something for the other. The idea of the covenant between the God of Israel 
and His people is fundamental to the religion of the O.T."9 


This covenant was renewed with Abraham's descendants when, under 
Moses' direction, they left Egypt (Exod. 19-24). In spite of God's grace and 
care, time and again Israel was unfaithful and violated the precepts of God's 
law. The prophets foretold that only the portion of the people who remained 
faithful would experience the benefits of God's promises. 


The days are coming, says the LORD, when I will make a new covenant 
with the house of Israel and the house of Judah. It will not be like the 
covenant I made with their fathers the day I took them by the hand to lead 
them forth from the land of Egypt.... But this is the covenant which I will 
make with the house of Israel after those days, says the LORI). I will place 
my law within them, and write it upon their hearts; I will be their God and 
they shall be my people (Jer. 31:31-33). 


While many evangelicals believe that this awaits a final future fulfillment in 
the restored nation of Israel, it is clear that the results of this new covenant, 
which is based on Christ's death, are applied in the New Testament to the 


through the remaining Old Testament period, '"These two ideas, the faithful 
remnant and the new covenant, were reaffirmed during the centuries 


Israel (Isa. 54:9, 10)."10 


Despite intramural evangelical differences on the time of origin and nature 
of the church, all acknowledge that believers of both Testaments are in one 
sense the spiritual seed of Abraham, inasmuch as they, like him, are justified 
by faith. The apostle Paul made the connection between the redeemed of the 
New Testament and father Abraham: "Thus Abraham “believed God, and it 
was credited to him as righteousness.’ Realize then that it is those who have 
faith who are children of Abraham. Scripture, which saw in advance that 
God would justify the Gentiles by faith, foretold the good news to Abraham, 
saying, Through you shall all the nations be blessed.’ Consequently, those 
who have faith are blessed along with Abraham who had faith" (Gal. 3:6-9). 


THE CHURCH OF CHRIST IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Pope Leo the Great, commenting on the birth of the Christian Church and 
the rending of the temple's veil, stated: "To such an extent was there effected 
a transfer from the Law to the Gospel, from the Synagogue to the Church, 


veil which shut off the innermost part of the temple and its sacred secret was 
rent violently from top to bottom." 11 


The legitimacy of the new covenant was announced by the death and 
resurrection of Jesus Christ. The nature of this new society, the church, was 
gradually revealed. The new community was seen as separate from Judaism 
and having its own structure (cf. Rom. 9:3-4; 1 Cor. 10:32). After Christ's 
ascension, with the coming of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost, the apostles 
began to preach to the Jews and to baptize all converts (Acts 2:4-4 1; 4:2). 
Concerning Christ's purpose in sending the Holy Spirit, Pope Pius XII 
declared: 


He wished to make known and proclaim his spouse through the visible 


heaven, to touch them with tongues of fire and to point out, as by the finger 
of God, the supernatural mission and office of the Church.12 


In the Book of Acts, Luke details the conversion of Paul, formerly a 
persecutor of the church. Through the efforts of Paul the gospel was 
proclaimed to the Gentiles and tensions between Jewish members of the 
church and these new converts from paganism increased (Acts 15:1-2). The 
content of the Pauline corpus reveals much about the nature of the church. 
From Paul's conversion experience on the road to Damascus he came to 
identify the Christian community with Jesus Christ. 


The apostles had designated certain members as "deacons" to be in charge of 


15:1-11); Timothy, Titus, and the “bishops' (1 Tim. 1:3-5; 3:2; Titus 1:7; 


in hand (Gal. 3:26-27). Faith came through the preaching of the "good 
news" and its acceptance.14 


THEOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE 
CHURCH 


Building on this biblical foundation, both Catholics and evangelicals have 
developed a systematic doctrine of the church, or ecclesiology. While there 
are significant differences (see chaps. 13 and 14), particularly in the make- 
up of the visible body of Christ on earth, nonetheless, there is more 
agreement than many evangelicals realize over the nature of the mystical or 
spiritual body of Christ. 


THE MYSTICAL BODY OF CHRIST 


When examining the church and its nature and function perhaps the place to 
start is the church as "the body of Christ." Pope Pius XII declared: "To 
describe this true Church of Christ-which is the Holy, Catholic, Apostolic, 
Roman Church-there is no name more noble, none more excellent, none 
With the exception of singling out the Roman jurisdiction for special 
mention, most evangelicals would agree with the above statement. (We will 


The Second Vatican Council states: "Reflection on the pilgrim status of the 


Church leads naturally to the theme of the Church as the People of God of 
the new and eternal Covenant."16 


In the New Testament, we find the apostle Paul using the term "the body of 
Christ" to depict the spiritual link between Christ and his church. Speaking 
of God the Father, he says that "he put all things beneath his feet and gave 
him as head over all things to the church, which is his body, the fullness of 
the one who fills all things in every way" (Eph. 1:22-23). And concerning 
Christ: "He is the head of the body, the church" (Col. 1:18), and "Now you 
are Christ's body and individually parts of it" (1 Cor. 12:27). 


This teaching from Scripture is reflected in the church fathers and later in 
the Middle Ages. Clement said, "It is not unknown to you that I believe that 
the living Church is the body of Christ." Augustine, when asked "What is 


hidden things) indicates the mysterious character of the communion of grace 
between Christ and the faithful."18 Roman Catholics use the term in two 
senses: "In the wider sense, the designation “Mystical Body of Christ’ means 
the communion of all those made holy by the grace of Christ" including 
those in heaven. And secondly, _"In the narrower sense, the “Mystical Body 


of Christ' means the visible Church of Christ on earth."19 


THE FOUNDATION OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH 


CHRIST AS FOUNDER OF THE CHURCH 


Contrary to a popular misunderstanding among many Protestants, Roman 
Catholicism teaches that "The Church was founded by the God-Man Jesus 
Christ (De fide.)."" Indeed, the Vatican Council declared in the Dogmatic 
Constitution on the Church of Christ that "the eternal Shepherd and Bishop 
of our souls (1 Peter 2:25) resolved, in order to give permanent duration to 


all the faithful would be welded together as in the house of the Living God, 
by_the bond of the one Faith and of the one Charity."21 Pope Pius X stated 


true and historical Christ during the time of His earthly life."22 


The question surrounding Christ's statement to Peter "Thou art Peter and 
upon this rock I will build my Church" (Matt. 16:18) will be briefly 
addressed later in this chapter. Roman Catholicism takes this statement as a 
reference to Peter. Some Protestants agree but deny that this proves the 
primacy of Peter. Most Protestants take the "rock" to mean Peter's firm 
testimony about Christ. A number of different interpretations were held by 
the church fathers (see chap. 11). 


THE HOLY SPIRIT AND THE CHURCH 


undervalued, the church has suffered. Many believe that it may well be that 
God has raised up the charismatic renewal movement (which has impacted 
both Roman Catholic and Protestant churches) to address this situation. It is 
of interest then to observe the official position of Roman Catholicism 


the body, the Holy Ghost is the principle of being and life in the 


The Fathers clearly speak to the intimate relationship that exists between the 


Augustine, speaking about the Holy Spirit's operation in the church: "As the 
soul quickens every member of the body and bestows a definite function on 


Church, and allocates to each a definite activity in the service of the whole 
(Sermo 267.4,4)."25 We certainly cannot lay the blame for the neglect of the 
person and work of the Holy Spirit at the feet of the early church fathers. 


THE NATURE OF THE CHURCH 


The Church has two dimensions, visible and invisible. The invisible is the 
spiritual (mystical) body of Christ composed of all true believers. The 
visible church is the community of Christ's followers on earth. 


Our discussion thus far has centered on properties which speak to the inner, 
invisible side of the church. Its purpose-addressing our spiritual needs-is 


else than the Holy Spirit, the Paraclete who proceeds from the Father and the 


The external, visible side of the church is a doctrine that is intrinsic to an 
understanding of the Roman Catholic concept of the church. Concerning the 
nature of the church, "Catholics are willing to admit that there is an invisible 
side to the Church, but prefer to reserve the name ‘church’ for the visible 
communion of believers."27 Augustine, in comparing the church to a city on 
a mountain (Matt. 5:14), said, "The Church stands clear and visible before 
all men, for she is the city on the mountain which cannot be hidden." 
Evangelicals also believe that the church is visible, existing now in the 
world. What is at issue is the claim that the Roman Catholic jurisdiction is 
the only true manifestation of the body of Christ on earth. This is the 
question of authority over which Catholics and Protestants disagree, which 
will be addressed in chapter 11. 


BIBLICAL IMAGES FOR THE CHURCH 


In addition to the title "the body of Christ," we find other names in the New 
Testament used to describe the reality called "the church." The Body of 
believers is likened to a sheepfold. In John's Gospel Jesus says, "I am the 
gate for the sheep" (10:7). Of course, if the people of God are the sheepfold, 
then Christ is the Shepherd. He said, "I am the good shepherd. A good 
shepherd lays down his life for the sheep" (v. 11). 


Paul uses the images of a field and a building to describe the church. In 
discussing the role of Christian ministers, he says: "For we are God's 


coworkers; you are God's field, God's building" (1 Cor. 3:9). Elaborating on 
the concept of the church as a building, Paul states that it is "built upon the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets, with Christ Jesus himself as the cap 
stone" (Eph. 2:20). This is a pivotal verse when attempting to understand the 
nature of the church and will be examined in chapter 11. 


THE CONSTITUTION OF THE CHURCH 


The visible church is constituted of all the regenerate but it has a structure. 
Not all have the same gifts, and not all have the same authority. In New 
Testament language, there are "bishops," "elders," "deacons," and just plain 
"brethren" (laity). Catholics call "elders" ministers and priests. 


It is evident that the church which Christ founded was to have a visible 
manifestation. Evangelicals, along with Catholics, believe that the church is 
composed not only of laity (who Catholics acknowledge are called "saints" 
[Eph. 1:1] and "priests" [1 Pet. 2:9] in Scripture) but of ministers. These 
ministers lead, teach, and offer sacraments (or ordinances) in the church. 


Roman Catholics, in contrast to most Protestants (high Anglicans excepted), 
base their hierarchical structure on the premise of "apostolic succession." 
This doctrine is: "The sequence, following from the apostles themselves 


ordination conferred on bishops of the Church; _(b) by the giving over or 
delegating directly the powers entrusted to the apostles of ordaining, or 
ruling, and of teaching, which powers were given by Christ to the 
apostles."29 


The underpinning which holds the structure of Roman Catholicism together 
is the doctrine that designates the apostle Peter as the chief of all the 


bishops of Rome, Peter's successors: "The invisible Head of the Church is 
the risen Christ. St. Peter represents the position of Christ in the external 
government of the militant Church, and is to this extent “the representative 
of Christ’ on earth (Chrisi vicarius; D. 694)."30 


The scriptural support used by Roman Catholics for the doctrine of the 
primacy of Peter is found in Matthew 16. After Peter confesses that Jesus is 


"the Messiah, the Son of the living God," Jesus states: "Blessed are you, 
Simon son of Jonah. For flesh and blood has not revealed this to you, but my 
heavenly Father. And so I say to you, you are Peter, and upon this rock I will 
build my church, and the gates of the netherworld shall not prevail against 
it" (Matt. 16:17-18). 


The problem here turns on the meaning of the word "rock." Because Peter is 
called Petros (which means "rock" in Greek) Roman Catholics believe Jesus 
was designating Peter in a special way as the human foundation for the 
visible church. This authority, they claim, was passed on to his suc cessors, 
the bishops of Rome. Most Protestants believe that Jesus was declaring here 
that the church will be built upon the confession that Jesus Christ is Lord (cf. 
Matt. 16:18; Eph. 2:20). This is an area rife with difficulties, not only for 
evangelicals but also Eastern Orthodox communities. The issue will be 
explored more fully in chapter 11. 


THE PURPOSE OF THE CHURCH 


Roman Catholicism teaches that "as the local Church must represent the 
universal Church as perfectly_as possible, it must remember that it has been 


sent to those who live in the same territory_as itself, but do not believe in 
Christ so that it might be for them, by the example of the lives of the faithful 


task of the Church consists in the application of the fruits of the Redemption 
to mankind." Of course "this is achieved by the exercise of the three-fold 
office delegated to the Church by Christ-the teaching office, the pastoral 
office and the sacerdotal office. Thus the Church is Christ continuing and 
perpetually working on earth." Although some of the ecclesiastical 
machinery involved in the Roman Catholic understanding of the above task 
may_be problematic, the general goal would be acceptable to most 
evangelicals. Pope John Paul II stated in his first encyclical that the central 
purpose of the church was to help the believer to "realize and fulfill his full 
human destiny in Christ."33 


As to the purpose of the church, the most recent catechism states: "The 
mission of Christ and the Holy Spirit is brought to completion in the Church, 


which is the Body of Christ and the Temple of the Holy Spirit. This joint 


mission henceforth brings Christ's faithful to share in his communion with 
the Father in the Holy Spirit."34 


AREAS OF CATHOLIC AND PROTESTANT AGREEMENT35 


We have found much in common with our Roman Catholic friends 
concerning the nature and mission of the church. This unity begins with a 
common confession of the great ecumenical creeds. 


CREEDAL UNITY 


There is, of course,_a basic doctrinal unity between Catholics and Protestants 
at the foundation of the church. "Each of the major churches accepted the 


required, but there was no doubt among them that at least the doctrines of 
the ecumenical creeds were required."36 Historically, four marks of the true 
church have been identified by Protestant scholars. 


The church is one. The church is one because Christ is one. "One body and 
both Protestant and Roman Catholic Bibles. Both agree that the final ground 
for the unity of the church is not in anything people have done or ever can 


do for themselves, but in what God has done for people in Christ.37 


The church is holy. Indeed, the attribute of holiness seems to have been the 


and non-Roman, would agree that the church is holy, but they would 
disagree about the specific meaning and content of its holiness.38 


The church is catholic. "Catholicity ... means identity plus universality. The 
ancient church became the catholic church when it achieved this 
combination."39 Evangelicals who recite the Apostles' Creed understand 
catholicity as indicating the broad scope of the body of Christ, extending to 
the ends of the earth and encompassing every "tribe and tongue and people 


and nation" (Rev. 5:9). 


The church is apostolic.40 "Protestants ... tend to say that the criterion of 
Testament. The church is apostolic because and insofar as it obeys the 
apostolic message in the Scriptures."41 Evangelicals can learn much from 
church history and the Catholic tradition. A Reformed pastor, commenting 
on some of the superficial examples of worship forms in some evangelical 
churches, said, "worship is not entertainment for believers. It is not designed 
to make us feel good, though it can and often does. Worship is designed to 
be entertaining to God, to please and delight Him. God is the audience in 
worship."42 


CONCLUSION 


As we have seen, Catholics and evangelicals have much in common on the 
origin, nature, and purpose of the church. This is true both doctrinally and 
organically, especially with regard to the invisible church. 


One of the burning issues of the Reformation was the nature of the church. 
The notion was that "the church of the sixteenth century was seen by Rome 
as an institution that stood between the people and God, whereas Luther and 


Even given their somewhat different understanding of the function of the 
visible church, Roman Catholics are not unaware of the sinfulness of the 
church. Cardinal Ratzinger states, "the Second Vatican Council itself 
ventured to the point of speaking no longer merely of the holy Church but of 


too timorous."44 Not all evangelicals are prepared to go as far as one 
contemporary evangelical theologian, Donald Bloesch, who claims that "in 


addition to upholding evangelical distinctives, we need to regain catholic 
substance, which means continuity with the tradition of the whole church, 
including its sacramental side." Even noted Reformed apologist R. C. Sproul 
observes the absence of incense in Protestant churches. Why should not our 
sensibilities to worship God be stimulated by our senses as well as our eyes 
(beautiful buildings) and ears (beautiful music)? 


As to the role of the church, Bloesch notes that "the Church is not a mediator 
between God and man, but it is a veritable means of grace to man. It cannot 
dispense grace as though it were in control, but it can function as an 
instrument of the Holy Spirit who does convey the grace of Christ to a sinful 
world."45 Unfortunately, the current situation finds the church (in all of its 
various manifestations) struggling to preserve doctrinal integrity and 


ecclesiastical orderliness. As evangelical thinker Harold 0. J. Brown puts it: 


church officials, and now devolves upon the individual We will be 
addressing this situation in Parts Two and Three. 


Finally, concerning the church and her relationship with Christ, a 
"The Church, the Bride, should be speaking of her beloved, the Bridgroom: 
about how wonderful he is, about how she owes everything to him, about 


how good he is and how truthful and faithful and powerful and 


7 
ETHICS 


Catholic and evangelical ethics have the same Augustinian roots. Both are 
absolutistic, and both are anchored in the nature and will of God. Since 
Augustine's ethics were amplified by his brightest follower, ‘Thomas 
Aquinas, we will elaborate the common core of Catholic/evangelical ethics 
in the writings of both. They have set the standard for Catholic ethics during 
the subsequent centuries. 


EARLY MEDIEVAL ROOTS OF CATHOLIC ETHICS 


The Bishop of Hippo was well ahead of his time when he unfolded his 
divine command ethic in terms of the essential attribute of God's love which, 
like all his attributes, is essential to his being. Augustine, in contrast to much 
of contemporary love ethics,1 spelled out the absolute nature and knowable 
content of this truly Christian ethic of love. 


LOVE IS THE SUPREME LAW 


According to Augustine, "the supreme law is Not only is love the supreme 


your mind at rest." For "who does evil to the man he loves? Love thou: it is 
impossible to do this without doing 


The love of God is the greatest love possible. Augustine said, "it is a 
perversion for people to want to enjoy money, but merely to make use of 
God. Such people do not spend money for the sake of God, but worship God 
for the sake of money."'4 Only God should be loved for his own sake. 


Him in whom your love finds its most worthy object."5 


Augustine also believed in a proper self-love. He believed that "Man ... 
may love himself so as to be of service to himself." For "that he does love 
himself and desire to do good to himself, nobody but a fool would doubt." 
But "he is to be taught in what measure to love his body, so as to care for 
himself wisely and within due limits."6 This proper self-love is evident in 
the command to love our neighbor as ourself.' For "Whoever loves another 
as himself ought to love that in him which is his real self.... Whoever, then 
loves in his neighbor anything but his real self does not love him as 
himself."" 


There is, of course, bad self-love or selfishness. This is the love of one's self 


God on earth), which is based in the love of God. Augustine believed that 


"what we see, then, is that two societies have issued from two kinds of love. 
Worldly society has flowered from a selfish love which dared to despise 
even God, whereas the communion of saints is rooted in a love of God that 
is ready to trample on self."9 In fact, "this is the main difference which 
distinguishes the two cities of which we are speaking, The humble City of 


of wicked men and evil angels. The one city began with love; the other had 
its beginnings in the love of self." 10 


Loving others is a divine command. "For this is the law that has been laid 


beneath us."12 
LOVE AND THE VIRTUES 
All virtues can be defined in terms of love. For Augustine, virtue was 


"nothing else than perfect love of For "the fourfold division of virtue I re 
gard as taken from four forms of love." For example, "temperance is love 


Augustine, "it is a brief but true definition of virtue to say it is the order of 
love."15 


Since God is the ultimate object of love, Augustine redefined the traditional 


incorrupt for God; justice is love serving God only, and therefore ruling well 
all else, as subject to man;_prudence is love making a right distinction 
between what helps it toward God and what might hinder 


Prudence. Prudence is love acting wisely. "It is the part of prudence to keep 


Fortitude. Fortitude is love standing firm in the face of danger. While 


the fire of love cannot subdue. And when the mind is carried up to God in 
this love, it will soar above all torture free and glorious, with wings 
beauteous and unhurt, on which chaste love rises to the embrace of God."19 


God. The office of temperance is in restraining and quieting the passions 
which make us pant for those things which turn us away from the laws of 


man, and to be renewed in God ... and to turn the whole love to things divine 
and unseen."20 


LOVE AND THE GREATER GOOD 


save a he nonetheless believed that there were occasions when the obliga 
tions to love came into unavoidable conflict. Stated positively, there are 
some things we should love more than others. God, of course, should be 


loves that more which ought to be loved less, nor loves that equally which 
ought to be loved either less or more, nor loves that less or more which 
ought to be loved equally."22 Negatively put, there are greater and lesser 
sins. In the words of our Lord, there are "weightier matters of the law” 


what grand, however, is not for human but for divine judgment to 
determine."23 For "there are some sins which would be considered very 


before and outside of a monogamous marriage as ethically wrong, He 


incited "that no lapse occur into damnable sins; that is, into fornication and 


adulteries."2S Homosexuality and bestiality were considered abhorrent or, to 
borrow the biblical term, "an abomination" (Lev. 18:22-23). Other forms of 
lust, such as gluttony, were likewise condemned, noting that, in matters of 
this kind, "it is not the nature of the things we use, but our reason for using 
them,_and our manner of seeking them, that make what we do either 
praiseworthy or blamable."26 


LOVE AND WAR 


Augustine also provided the basis for the traditional Christian view of a 
"just" war, which both Catholics and most Protestants have shared in 
common ever since. "For it is the wrong-doing of the opposing party which 
it gives rise to no war would still be a matter of grief to man because it is 
man's wrong-doing."27 He adds, "it is therefore with the desire for peace 
that wars are waged.... And hence it is obvious that peace is the end sought 


waging 


LOVE AND LIFE 


that human life itself is sacred from its very inception.29 Hence abortion is 
condemned as immoral. Abortion is the intentional taking of an innocent life 
and, as such, it is murder. Unborn human life is just as human as the life of a 
young child or an adult. David said, "Surely I was sinful at birth, sinful from 
the time my mother conceived me" (Ps. 51:5 NIV). And of Jesus in the 
Blessed Virgin's womb it was said, "that which is conceived in her is of the 
Holy Spirit" (Matt. 1:20). Since both science and the Bible (general 
revelation and special revelation) teach that life begins at conception, it is 
not a matter of divine law alone but also of natural law for all people that 
forbids abortion. 


LATE MEDIEVAL ARTICULATION OF CATHOLIC ETHICS 


Although Augustine believed in natural law,30 it was left to Aquinas to spell 
it out in greater detail.3' His view is amazingly relevant to the current 
discussion, cutting between the two extremes of theonomy_and 
utilitarianism. The- onomists hold that all law is divine law, contending that 
human governments should be based on divine law as expressed in the 
Bible.32 Utilitarians, on the other hand, argue that there are no moral 
absolutes, reducing all law to human law. Traditional Catholic ethics offered 
an answer that most of classical Protestantism accepted and of which an 
increasing number of contemporary evangelicals are coming to see the 
relevance. 


THE NATURE OF MORAL LAW 


Like his mentor Augustine, Thomas Aquinas believed that ethics is based in 
moral law which flows from God, the Moral Law Giver. It flows from his 
will and is rooted in his nature. Catholic ethics is essentialistic. As Catholic 
ethicist Germain Grisez affirms, "By wisdom God makes us what we are and 
thus determines the true requirements for our fulfillment.... He does not 
something because it is right (based on his unchangeably good nature); it is 
not good simply because God wills it to be so. God is not arbitrary in what 
he wills to be good. 


Aguinas defined law as "measure or rule by which we are led to act or 
withheld from acting,"34 It is "an ordinance of reason made for the common 
good by the public personage who has charge of the community, and [is] 
promulgated."35 Thus, law is the basic rule or principle by which actions of 
persons are directed. 


LAW AS FIRST PRINCIPLE 


Law is a first principle for action. "The rule and measure of human activity 


science are to the theoretical reason."37 For "reason is the first principle of 


chiefly concerned with planning for this."39 In brief, law is the rule directed 
toward the common good (happiness). 


In order for law to be in effect it must be promulgated. "No one is obliged to 


the nature of law as a duty of action for the common good. Thus, "to lay an 
obligation a law must be applied to the men who have to be regulated, and 
this means that it must be brought to their knowledge by promulgation."41 
In this sense, ignorance of the law is a legitimate excuse not to obey it. At 
the same time, "a man does not make up a law for himself, but by his very 
act of recognizing it as a law enacted for him he [thereby] binds himself to 
its observance."42 Aquinas illustrates this point: "If a mistaken reason bids a 


man sleep with another man's wife, to do this will be evil if based on 


him and he wants her, then his will is free from guilt."43 


In summation, law is by nature a measure for conduct. It is a first principle 
of human action. But in order to be in effect the law must be proclaimed. 
When it is proclaimed, a law is binding. 


DIFFERENT KINDS OF LAW 


Catholics and many Protestants following Thomas distinguish four different 
kinds of law: eternal law, natural law, human law, and divine law. Each is the 
measure or rule in a different sphere. 


Eternal Law. Aquinas declared that eternal law is "the idea existing in God 
as the principle of the universe and lying behind the governance of 
things."44 It is the source and exemplar of all other law, for "all laws derive 
from the eternal law to the extent that they share in right reason."45 It is 
eternal "because naught in the divine reason is conceived in time, for the 
plan was set up from eternity.""46 So eternal law is the divine reason by 


which the universe is ruled. "All things subject to divine providence are 


God as it conceived and determined all that would be and how it would be 
run. From it flow all other kinds of law, whether natural, human, or divine. 


Natural Law. Natural law is derived from eternal law. In fact, "natural right 


in eternal law by way of reason. It shares in the eternal reason. "This 
communication of the eternal law to rational creatures is called natural law." 
So natural law is "the natural light of reason, by which we discern what is 
right and wrong," It is "naught else but the impression on us of divine 
light."49 All rational creatures, not just believers, share in natural law. It is 
the law written on their hearts of which Paul speaks in Romans 2:12-15. 


Natural law prescribes that all human beings do good and shun evil. But 
"good and evil should be set in the context of what is proper to humans as 
humans. This is his rational life."50 A good act, then, is one in accordance 


According to Aquinas, the sad fact is that "most men seem to live according 
to sense rather than reason";51 their actions are based on feeling rather than 
good reasoning. 


Living according to human (rational) nature, however, does not mean that 
human nature is the ultimate measure of all things. "In voluntary activity the 
proximate measure is the human reason, the supreme measure the eternal 
law." In other words, "the measure of human willing is double: one close 


transcendent, namely the eternal law which is like the reason of God."52 
Thus, "when a human act goes to its end in harmony with the order of reason 
and eternal law then the act is right; when it turns away from that rightness it 
is termed sin."53 However, human reason is the basis for natural law only 
insofar as it participates in the eternal reason which is God's. Hence, in this 
sense "to disparage the dictate of reason is equivalent to condemning the 
command of God."54 


the natural law."55 It is a particularization of the general principles of 
natural law. 


Human laws may _be inferred from natural law in two ways. "Some precepts 
are inferred from the natural law as a conclusion, thus thou shalt not kill 
comes from thou shalt not harm." Others, however, "relate to the natural law 
as determinate embodiments; for though it may be declared that criminals 
should be punished, the natural law does not settle the character of the 


punishment."56 In short, human laws may_be derived from natural law 


Aquinas, the first is like a demonstrative science and the second like an art. 
Hence, "laws that are declared as conclusions have their force from the 
natural law_as well as from enactment. But laws that are decreed as applied 
decisions have their force from human legislation."58 


Others again are good because they_are commanded, or evil because 
forbidden."59 Of course,_"a human act that is faulty and a sinful kind of act 
is wrong under all circumstances whatsoever. An act of vice, forbidden by_a 
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immediate end of human law is men's own utility."64 


According to Aquinas, not every human law is legitimate. For "every law is 


it serves this community benefit."65 Laws contrary to the common good, as 


demanded by _the natural law, do not have the force of law. This leaves room 


Divine Law. Divine law has a different purpose than the others. "The intent 
of the divine law given to man is to lead him to God"; that is, "the entire 
purpose of the lawgiver is that man may love God."67 Divine law, therefore, 
is not given to unbelievers but to believers. Natural law is for unbelievers. 
Divine law is binding on the church, but natural law is binding on society. 
Natural law is directed toward our temporal good, but divine law is directed 
toward our eternal good. Contemporary theonomy_and reconstructionism fail 


to make this distinction.68 


Inasmuch as natural law reflects the very character of God, it cannot change. 


(e.g., worshiping on Sunday rather than Saturday for a Christian, or not 
eating pork for a Jew in Old Testament times). This is reflected in God's 
change in divine law from the Old Testament to the New Testament. The 
natural law, however, has not been altered; it remains the same from age to 
age and from person to person. 


NATURAL LAW AND PROTESTANTS 


Natural law is not unique to Catholic thinkers. John Calvin believed that 


hold to be beyond dispute." Calvin insisted that "there is no nation so 
barbarous, no race so brutish, as not to be imbued with the conviction that 
there is a This "sense of Deity is so naturally engraven on the human heart, 


According to Calvin this innate knowledge of God includes a knowledge of 
his righteous law.72 He argued that since "the Gentiles have the 

cannot say that they_are altogether blind as to the rule of life."73 He 
explicitly called this moral awareness "natural law" which is "sufficient for 
their righteous condemnation"74 but not for salvation. By means of this 
natural law "the judgment of conscience" is able to distinguish between "the 
just and the unjust."75 God's righteous nature "is engraved in characters so 
bright, so dis tinct, and so illustrious, that none, however dull and illiterate, 
can plead ignorance as their excuse."76 


Calvin believed that natural law is not only clear but also specific. It 
includes a sense of justice "implanted by nature in the hearts of men."77 
There "is imprinted on their hearts a discrimination and judgment, by_ which 


commercial transactions and contracts."79 Even the heathen "prove their 
knowledge ... that adultery, theft, and murder are evils, and honesty is to be 
He summarized our "natural knowledge of the law [as] that which states that 
one action is good and worthy of being followed, while another is to be 
shunned with horror."8' 


The roots of early American natural law views derive from John Locke, who 
in turn got it from the English Protestant Richard Hooker, whose roots are in 
both Calvin and Aquinas. Locke believed that the "law of Nature" teaches us 
that "being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his 


of one omnipotent and infinitely wise Maker."82 This same view was 
expressed by Thomas Jefferson in the Declaration of Independence (1776) 
when he wrote: "We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are 
created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain 


unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of 
Happiness." 


Our founding fathers believed that these unalienable rights are rooted in the 
"Laws of Nature" which derive from "Nature's God." On the Jefferson 
Memorial in Washington, D.C., are inscribed these words he wrote: "God 
who gave us life gave us liberty. Can the liberties of a nation be secure when 
we have removed a conviction that these liberties are the gift of God?" Here 
again it is clear that Jefferson's America was based on the concept of 
Godgiven rights grounded in God-given moral rules called "Nature's Laws." 
For America's founders, too, natural law was not a descriptive "is" but a 
divinely prescriptive "ought." 


THE PURPOSE OF LAW 


God has a purpose in giving law. In general the purpose of law is to regulate 
human activity. Each kind of law, of course, has its own specific kind of 
regulation in mind. Eternal law is the means by which God regulates the 
entire universe, divine law is that by which he regulates the church, and 
natural law is the means of regulating the actions of all rational creatures. In 
addition to these spheres, Aquinas spells out several specific dimensions of 
God's purpose for giving law. 


leading purpose of human law is to bring about friendship of men among 
themselves, so divine law is chiefly intended to establish men in friendship 
with God."83 If human behavior is to be civil, it must be regulated. Apart 
from laws, friendship cannot function, since it is the measure of right 
relationships. 


Love of God. Like Augustine before him, Aquinas believed that Jesus 
summarized all the laws into two: love God and love others. Thus, "the 
either law or love; rather, it is the law of love. Thus "the intent of divine law 
given to man is to lead him to God."85 For "love is our strongest union with 
God, _and this above all is intended by the divine law."86 God is love, and 
the highest duty is to love him. Thus the primary purpose of God's law is 
that we may love him. 


Hence, _a secondary purpose in giving law is punishment. But even here "the 
value of human penalties is medicinal" for "they promote public security or 
the cure of the criminal."87 This is also true of divine and natural law. The 
primary purpose is for our good, but the secondary purpose is to penalize 
those who disobey. The hope, of course, is that the punishment will help 
cure the violator, but this is not the purpose of it. 


The Common Good. Human laws also have the purpose of achieving the 
common good. Aquinas recognized that "to make a rule fit every_case is 


this, though just in most cases, may sometimes be damaging, as when a 
weapon is returned to a raging maniac."88 So what is productive for the 
common good is not always right in a specific case. Since lawmakers cannot 


human hand has four fingers and a thumb, realizing that in some cases 
persons have fewer or 


LAWS AND THEIR PRIORITY 


Aquinas was not unaware of the fact that there are conflicts among various 
laws. In such unavoidable conflicts, however, he saw a priority among the 

conflicting laws that could resolve the problem. This is reflected in several 
issues he addresses. 


The Priority of Natural Law over Human Law. As already indicated, 
Aquinas believed there were exceptions even to just human laws. Human 
overrides them. As just noted, even though the law of property rights 
demands that we return what we have borrowed when requested, 
nonetheless, we should not return a person's weapon to one who is ina 
murderous rage. In such a case, "to follow the law as it stands would be 
wrong; to leave it aside and follow what is demanded by fairness and the 
common benefit will then be right."90 The virtue of justice of equity 
demands this. In other words, the moral law takes precedence over the 
human law in these special cases, even if the human law is a just law. 


Laws Based on God's Nature over Those Based on His Will. Aquinas 
distinguished between laws that were based on the nature of God and those 
which flowed only from God's will. The latter can be changed but the former 
cannot.91 Both divine law and human law fall into the latter category. 
Because they are based on God's will they can be changed. The natural law, 
however, is based on God's nature and cannot be Hence, it would follow 
that, whenever there is a conflict between unchangeable law and changeable 
law, the former would take priority_over the latter. Such seems to be what 
Aquinas has in view when commenting on the fact that Jesus' disciples 


broke the Jewish law. For "when the disciples picked ears of corn on the 
Likewise, "nor did David transgress the law when he took the loaves it was 
illegal for him to eat."93 


The Letter versus the Spirit of the Law. How Aquinas would resolve conflict 
situations also emerged in his treatment of "letter of the law" issues. He 
observed that "the judgement that the letter of the law is not to be followed 
in certain given circumstances is not a criticism of the law, but an 


should be directed by equity, which provides a higher rule for human From 
this it is clear that he believed that there is a "higher rule" or law which takes 
priority over lower laws. It is also evident that when they conflict one is 
obligated to take the higher over the lower. 


The Principle of Double Effect. Catholic ethics are not unaware of moral 
conflicts. The time-honored way of dealing with them is the moral principle 
of double effect. Briefly, this rule states that when a given action brings 
about both good and bad results, it is our moral duty to will the good ones. 
For example, amputating a leg with gangrene will both mutilate a body and 
hopefully save a life. It is one's moral duty to will the saving of a life, even 
though one knows that a byproduct of this action will be the mutilation of a 
body. This principle is applied in the case of tubal pregnancies which will, 
apart from medical intervention, kill both the mother and her unborn child. 
In this case, one is obligated to will the saving of the mother's life, even 
though that action will indirectly result in the immediate inability of the 
baby to survive. 


THE MORAL VIRTUES 


According to Aquinas, there are four "cardinal" or reasonable virtues 
(prudence, courage, temperance, and justice) and three divine virtues (faith, 
hope, and love). The reasonable virtues are common to all rational creatures, 
being naturally attainable. The divine virtues, however, are supernaturally 
attained and received only by God's grace. 


The Cardinal Virtues. There are four cardinal virtues. By "cardinal" Aquinas 
meant hinge (Lat: cardo); that is, these are not the only virtues, but they are 


for the other virtues."96 


Prudence. "Prudence [wisdom] furnishes the right plan for immediate 
conduct."97 It is both thoughtful and practical. It is good sense applied to 
conduct.98 Prudence chooses the best means to the good end.99 Since 


purposes, "but contrives the means thereto."loo Prudence does not establish 
a moral end but presupposes it. "That we should live according to right 


Prudence does not determine our moral duty (the natural law does that), but 
it devises a plan of conduct to attain it. Since prudence also induces the right 
frame of mind, it is an intellectual virtue as well as a moral one."101 


There are three kinds of prudence: "solitary prudence directed to one's own 
benefit; economic or domestic prudence directed to the good of a household 
or family;_and political prudence ordered to the common good of the Three 
stages are marked in prudent conduct. First, the wise man takes counsel and 
discusses the question. Next, he makes a judgment about the matter as to the 


best course of action. Finally, he applies the counsel and judgment to what 
must be done here and now.103 Since "an infinity of singulars cannot be 


universals but with "what usually There is no absolute certainty with 
prudence. "Opinion [probability]_is about things that could be otherwise, and 
so is prudence."'" Wisdom, then, deals only with what is generally the case; 
it does not admit to universals. Only the natural law does that. Natural law 
deals with the good itself (as an end); prudence estimates the best way 
(means) to attain the good. 


and as a special virtue courage is "a particular firmness in enduring and 
repulsing threats in situations fraught with conspicuous difficulty."108 Like 
Augustine, Aquinas believed that courage is obtained by drawing close to 


God, for "the nearer a man is to God, who is ever constant, the more 
steadfast he is and the less fickle."109 In the display of courage two 
characteristics should be considered: "the premeditated deliberateness and 
the habit of It is the latter that manifests itself in emergencies. Courage is not 
important than taking the offensive." Courage, then, is the virtue that 
enables one to hold fast in the face of danger. 


Temperance. ‘Temperance is the virtue of moderation. The virtues of "justice 
and courage are more immediately related to the common good than 


are more potent 


The virtue of temperance "does not abolish all depraved lusts, but the 
temperate man does not tolerate them as does the intemperate man."113 A 
temperate person is one who modifies sensual desires by reason. For these 
desires are "born to obey reason."'114 The intemperate person is childish on 
three grounds. First, both intemperate persons and children desire graceless 
things: "a child does not bother about counsels of moderation ... ; neither 
does lust listen to sobriety."' Second, both are spoiled when left to their own 
devices: "concupiscence grows with gratification." Third, "both require the 
Same remedy, namely, the use of force." ‘Thus, "when lusts are resisted they 
may_be tamed to the due manner of decency."115 


the race." In fact, "were someone to avoid pleasure so far as to omit what is 
a natural necessity he would sin, as though resisting the design of nature.” 


Indeed, "a man cannot lead a reasonable life if he avoids all pleasure. He 
who abhors pleasures because they are pleasurable is boorish and 


gaiety ... which we call pleasantness."117 


Justice. Justice is virtue that "directs our deeds with regard to other people 
stands out as rendering another man his due."119 While art is the making of 
external things, "justice is the administration of external things."120 


Human rights are "the special object of There are two kinds of rights: natural 
and positive. The former is one's rights "from the very na ture of things." 
The other is a right "from agreement, either private or public."122 Natural 
rights have priority over positive rights, and "what is contrary to natural 
rights cannot be made just by human will. Woe to those who make 
iniquitous laws [Isa. 11:1]."123 


Aquinas believed there were "two main reasons why men fall short of 
justice-deference to magnates, deference to the mob." Both yield to might 
over right. In the first case it is a yielding to social power and in the other to 
physical power. Both subordinate fairness to force and principles to 
pressure. 


The Divine Virtues. Following the apostle Paul (1 Cor. 13:14), Aquinas 


meritorious because it involves the will to believe. It "depends on the will 
according to its very nature. It is for this reason that to believe can be 
meritorious, and that faith ... is a virtue for the "For in science and opinion 
because of reason."127 But "no act can be meritorious unless it is voluntary, 
as has been 


The supernatural virtue of faith does not destroy reason but complements it. 
In Aquinas's words, "grace does not destroy nature but completes it."129 
Faith goes beyond reason and "sees" by faith what unaided reason cannot 
see. Thus "faith is the foretaste of that knowledge which hereafter will make 
us happy.''130 In brief, the virtue of faith is directed toward our eternal 
happiness. 


Hope. Hope is the virtue of expectation. It provides confidence for the 
content of faith that is perfected by love. "Hope denotes a movement toward 
that which is not possessed.... When, therefore, what is hoped for is 


precedes that of However, as we will see, love is prior to hope by its very 
nature, for both faith and hope need love to complete them. 


according to his condition." However, "there can be no excess of hope in 
looking to God, for his goodness is Thus, "the act of hope consists in 
reliance upon God for future beatitude."135 


Love. Aquinas believed that "love is the form, mover, and root of the 
virtues." 136 However, unlike the natural virtues, "the object of charity is not 


Lord thy God with thy whole heart.... And the second is like to it: thou shalt 
love thy neighbor as thyself."138 


Faith and hope cannot be completed without love. Faith draws God to man, 
but "love draws man to God."139 Of course, "faith and hope can in a way 
exist without charity, but they have not the perfect status of a virtue without 
charity." This is because "the work of God is to believe in God, and to will 
otherwise than as one ought is not a perfect work of faith." But to will as one 


ought is caused by_charity, which perfects the will; for every right movement 
of the will proceeds from a right love, as Augustine says.""4° 


which is love."141 Love is not the essence of each virtue but the essential 
mo tive behind it. Without love, the other virtues are less virtuous. For 
instance, fortitude in hatred is vice, but fortitude in love is virtue. 


THE ABIDING VALUE OF THE BASIC CATHOLIC ETHIC 


Nothing of real significance has been added to the basic Catholic view of 
morality since the time of Aquinas. Like Augustine before him, Aquinas 
believed morality is absolutistic, anchored in the nature and will of an 
unchangingly perfect God. This morality can be expressed in terms of love: 
the love of God, self, and others. This love is manifest in many areas which 
sometimes conflict. God has commanded, however, that we love him 
supremely and uniquely over any human being or thing. Other conflicts are 
resolved by following the greater obligation of love. 


With the exception of specific areas such as contraception, both Catholics 
and evangelicals share a common ethical heritage in Augustine and Aquinas. 
And contrary to a vocal minority of reconstructionists, basic Protestant ethic, 
especially as applied to civil government, is based in the Catholic natural 
law tradition. 


Several values emerge from the Catholic view of ethics. First, the Catholic 
view of ethics avoids the extreme of situationism. Unlike much of modern 
ethical thought, it does not reduce all law to human (positive) law. Rather, 
human law ought to be based on natural law, from which it draws its 
legitimacy. Without an unchangeable anchor for civil law in moral law, 
human rights cannot be protected. As the Declaration of Independence puts 
it, there are "unalienable rights" of "the Creator" imbedded in "Nature's 
Laws" which come from "Nature's God." These include the unalienable 


"right to life," and government does not have the right to deprive anyone of 
these God-given rights. Rather, government should protect these rights. 


Also, natural law is common to all men, not just believers and therefore can 
be used as the basis for civil law in religiously pluralistic societies. This 
avoids the problems of theonomy, wherein divine law is pronounced or 
practiced as the only legitimate basis for human government. The history of 
the Christian church gives ample testimony to the fatal consequences of a 
church-dominated state. Constantine, the Spanish Inquisition, Calvin's 
Geneva, and the Puritans' persecution of Roger Williams are examples from 
both sides of the spectrum. 


Finally, since natural law is transnational, it provides a basis for international 
activity and commerce. Without natural law there is no objective basis for 
the condemnation of tyrants like Hitler and Stalin, for if civil law is the last 
word, then each nation can do what is right in its own eyes. 


CONCLUSION 


There is a common core to Catholic and evangelical ethics. Both are 
absolutistic, being rooted in the nature and will of God. Both are 
essentialistic, holding that God wills something because it is good; it is not 
good simply because God wills it. Both are revelational, being based on 
God's self-disclosure to humans in both nature (general revelation) and 
Scripture (special revelation). Likewise, at least for many Protestants, both 
are universal, insisting that God has revealed himself to all people via 
natural law. This universal moral law serves as a common basis for all 
human actions and for universal human rights. It at once avoids the extremes 
of both situationism and reconstructionism, that is, of those who have no 
moral law and those who would superimpose their "divine" or religious law 
on those of opposing religious beliefs. Thus, in a religiously pluralistic 
society, the basic Catholic moral system, embraced by much of 
evangelicalism, appears to be the best hope to save religious freedom 
without sacrificing moral absolutes. 
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LAST THINGS 


INTRODUCTION 


about the “endtime." This section in theology is called "eschatology." The 
term_comes from the Greek eschatos which means "last." Indeed, from the 
very_earliest Christian creeds convictions about the last things have been 
confessed. The Apostles’ Creed declares: "From thence He shall come to 
judge the living and the dead" and "I believe in ... the life everlasting," The 
Council of Toledo XI (A.D. 675) states: "There sitting at the right hand of 


and the dead."" 
DEFINITION OF LAST THINGS 


One Roman Catholic authority defines the doctrine of the last things as "the 
part of theology which treats of the final things: death, judgment, heaven 
and hell. More specifically this is concerned with a study of the Resurrection 
of Christ and His teaching to the disciples concerning His second coming 
eschatology means a doctrine about the last events and final circumstances 
toward which the history of mankind and the life of each individual are 
directed." Christian eschatology can be distinguished "by its transcendental 
character from that secular faith in progress which in modern times has 
become a dominant theme of the European outlook on history."3 


Theologians distinguish between "individual" eschatology and "cosmic" or 
general eschatology. In the former they treat the end of every individual in 
the world, and in the latter they consider "the last things" as they apply to 
humanity and the world in general. We will discuss individual eschatology 
first, dealing with experiences that lie in the future for us such as death, the 
possibility of an intermediate state, heaven, and hell. Then we will move to 
cosmic eschatology, which impacts the future of humanity and the entire 


creation. We shall see that Catholics and evangelicals share common beliefs 
about the future. 


INDIVIDUAL ESCHATOLOGY 


In considering individual eschatology, Roman Catholics include heaven, 
hell, and purgatory. Of course, preparatory to this is belief about the nature 
of death. 


THE REALITY AND SIGNIFICANCE OF DEATH 


Divine commandment, that God had previously threatened him with death, 
and that he transmitted death to the whole of mankind."4 Consequently, "All 
human beings subject to original sin are subject to the law of death (De 
fide)."-5 The writer of Hebrews declares that "it is appointed that human 
beings die once, and after this the judgment" (Heb. 9:27). While death is 
indeed a reality, "our Christian faith teaches that bodily death ... will be 


restored to the salvation lost thru his own fault."6 


The most important aspect of death is that with its arrival all possibility of 
conversion ends. Origen and a few of the early church fathers (notably 
Clement of Alexandria and Gregory of Nyssa) held what was known as the 
Apocatastasis doctrine. This was the belief that all free moral creatures- 
angels, humans, and devils-will ultimately be converted. The modern form 
of this teaching is "universalism." Contemporary theology is much 
enamored of this unfortunate notion, and it has affected both modern Roman 
Catholic and Protestant thought. Although the Apocatastasis doctrine was 
declared heretical by the Council of Constantinople (A.D. 543), once again 
we find the ancient church setting standards for orthodoxy which some in 
the modern church ignore.7 


THE PARTICULAR JUDGMENT 


Roman Catholicism teaches that "immediately after death the particular 


eternal fate of the deceased person is decided."8 This particular judgment is 
preparatory to the general judgment which all will experience at the end of 
the world. Catholicism rejects the modern "soul-sleep" theory which holds 
that souls, after their separation from their bodies, are in an unconscious 
state until re-unified with their bodies. Among Scriptural passages that 


refute the notion of soul-sleep is the story of Lazarus and the rich man (Luke 


(Luke 23:43).9 Paul said he would "rather leave the body and go home to 
the Lord" (2 Cor. 5:8), and the writer of Hebrews declared, "it is appointed 
that human beings die once and after this the judgment" (Heb. 9:27). 


HEAVEN 


The doctrine of heaven has great importance for the believing Christian. 
Heaven's very name "takes its meaning from the end to which it is directed, 


created being without elevation to the family of God."10 Concerning the 
location and nature of heaven, Roman Catholicism teaches that "heaven is a 
place and condition of perfect supernatural bliss, which consists in the 
immediate vision of God and the perfect love of God associated with it."11 
Support for the doctrine of heaven is provided by Catholic scholars from 
both Scripture and tradition. 


The doctrine of heaven (as well as the future state in general) in the Old 
Testament is rudimentary in nature; it remained for the New Testament to fill 
out the details of our heavenly home. David mentioned the future state in 
Psalm 16 when he said, "You [God] will not abandon my soul to the nether 
world, nor will you suffer your faithful one to undergo corruption. You will 
show me the path of life, abounding joy in your presence, the delights at 
your right hand forever" (Ps. 16:10-11). Even before this job declared, "I 
know that my Vindicator lives, and that he will at last stand forth upon the 


dust ... and from [in] my flesh I shall see God" (Job 19:25-26). The Book of 
Daniel later affirmed that "Many of those who sleep in the dust of the earth 
shall awake; some shall live forever, others shall be an everlasting horror 
and disgrace" (12:2). 


Heaven occupied a prominent place in Jesus' teaching. Heaven is depicted as 
a wedding feast (Luke 14:15-24). He also said, "In my Father's house there 
are many dwelling places.... And if I go and prepare a place for you, I will 
come back again and take you to myself, so that where I am you also may 
be" (John 14:2-3). In his famous Sermon on the Mount Jesus said, "Blessed 
are the clean of heart, for they will see God" (Matt. 5:8). The apostle John, 
commenting on the "Beatific Vision" (i.e., our vision of God in heaven) said, 
"Beloved, we are God's children now; what we shall be has not yet been 
revealed. We do know that when it is revealed we shall be like him, for we 
shall see him as he is" (1 John 3:2). Commenting on the imperfect nature of 
our present understanding Paul said, "At present we see indistinctly, as ina 
mirror, but then face to face" (1 Cor. 13:12). 


Support for the doctrine of heaven is also found in tradition. The last phrase 
in the Apostles' Creed addresses the early church's belief in the future bliss 
of the redeemed: "I believe in ... the life everlasting." The early Fathers and 


nature of the future heavenly bliss. In the Constitution of Benedict X11 we 
find an authoritative statement on heaven: "We define that, since the passion 


do see the divine essence with an intuitive and even face-to-face vision, 
without interposition of any creature in the function of the object seen."12 


As to the duration of heaven Catholic dogma proclaims that "the bliss of 
perfect bliss, also declared: "How can one speak of true bliss, when 
confidence in its eternal duration is lacking?" There will also be a 
difference in reward: "The degree of perfection of the beatific vision granted 


person will receive blessings in heaven commensurate to the degree to 
which each used their opportunities and gifts while on earth. The Fathers are 
fond of appealing to the words of Jesus concerning the many mansions in 


mansions in the Father's house if not on account of the difference of the 
HELL 


The topic of hell has caused great consternation among unbelievers and 
believers alike. One Catholic scholar noted that "There are few doctrines of 
Christianity that cause more scandal to those who do not share the Christian 
faith than the mystery of hell."17 Relating to the latter group, one Catholic 
places a heavy burden on their minds, since it seems to run so counter to all 
that revelation tells us about the goodness and mercy of God."" The fact 
remains that our Lord spoke to the reality of hell more than most other 
theological truths (cf. Matt. 10:28; 13:40; 25:41; Mark 9:43). 


The Roman Catholic Church has faithfully witnessed to the truthfulness of 
this stern but essential doctrine in its theological formulations. The official 
Roman Catholic position on hell is that "The souls of those who die in the 


that according to the general disposition of God, the souls of those who die 
in actual moral sin go down into hell immediately."20 Some liberal Catholic 
scholars acknowledge that they must believe there is a hell but deny that 


not a base motive. As George MacDonald says, “As long as there are wild 
beasts about, it is better to be afraid than 


The New Testament presents the stark realities of the doctrine of hell held by 
both Catholics and evangelicals. Jesus issues the strong warning: "do not be 
afraid of those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul; rather, be afraid of 
the one who can destroy both soul and body in Gehenna" (Matt. 10:28). 
Modern Catholic scholars note that "this comes from the Hebrew ‘Valley of 
Hinnom’, a place near Jerusalem where ritual infant-sacrifices had been 
practiced (2 Chron. 28:3). The word became synonymous with the place of 
malediction (Jer. 7:31), and then in the New Testament with the abode of the 


1:9), Peter (2 Pet. 2:4-6), and John all mention the dreadful consequences of 
ending up in this place of torment.23 


The church creeds support the witness of Scripture. The Athanasian Creed 
states: "those who have done evil will go into eternal fire."24 The church 
fathers were united in their belief in the reality of hell. According to Ignatius 
Christ was crucified, by evil teaching, will go into the unquenchable fire; 
and so will the person who listens to him (Eph. 16:2)."25 


Concerning the duration of hell, the official Catholic teaching states that "the 
punishment of Hell lasts for all eternity (De fide)." The Fourth Lateran 


wretchedness, the lot of some of the damned will be more tolerable than that 
of others."27 Just as there are levels of blessedness in heaven, there are 
degrees of wretchedness in hell. 


The doctrine of hell can serve as a warning, A contemporary catechism 
states: "The affirmations of Sacred Scripture and the teachings of the Church 


make use of his freedom in view of his eternal destiny."'28 
PURGATORY 


On the doctrine of purgatory Protestants part company with Roman 
Catholics. The Eastern Orthodox Church also rejects the concept of 
purgatory: "(According to the normal Roman teaching, souls in Purgatory 
undergo expiatory suffering, and so render ‘satisfaction’ or ‘atonement’ for 


their sins.) Today most if not all Eastern Orthodox theologians reject the 
idea of Purga tory_at any rate in this form."29 This topic will be addressed 
more fully in chapter 16. 


COSMIC ESCHATOLOGY 


greater emphasis on the transcendent nature of the event that would be 
definitive for all history."30 The Roman Catholic Church condemns the 
notion that the world will be destroyed "naturally."31 In the following 
section we will deal with eschatology in its cosmic implications and effects 
on all of humanity and the created order. 


THE SECOND COMING OF CHRIST 


All orthodox Christians believe, in the words of the Apostles' Creed, that 
Christ will return bodily from heaven: "From thence He shall come to judge 
the living and the dead." There are differences on the specific order of 
events surrounding Christ's Second Advent, but all agree on the fact of it. 


Reality_of the Second Coming, Roman Catholicism teaches that, "at the end 
of the world, Christ will come again in glory to pronounce judgment (De 
The Apostles' Creed, and indeed the whole of church tradition, is united in 
the belief that Jesus Christ will return. The Didache (1st century), one of the 
earliest of all Christian sources outside the Bible, declares that at this time 
"the world shall see the Lord come on the clouds of Heaven."33 


The New Testament contains numerous references to Christ's second coming 
(Gk.: parousia) as well. Jesus foretold his coming again in glory. Matthew 
records him declaring: "For the Son of Man will come with his angels in his 
Father's glory, and then he will repay everyone according to his conduct" 
(Matt. 16:27). Luke notes him saying that "they will see the Son of Man 
coming in a cloud with power and great glory" (Luke 22:27). Paul addresses 


the eschatological concerns of the church at Thessalonica (1 Thess. 4:15-17; 
2 Thess. 1:8). And Peter (2 Pet. 1:16), John (1 John 2:28), James (5:7f.), and 
Jude (v. 14) all deal with the second coming of Christ. 


Signs of the Second Coming. Roman Catholics, along with evangelicals, 
recognize a number of events that can be understood as signs of the return of 
the Lord to earth. These include the evangelization of the world, the 
conversion of the Jews, the falling away from the faith, the appearance of 
the antichrist, and the tribulation period. 


Concerning evangelization of the whole world, Scripture states that "this 
gospel of the Kingdom will be preached throughout the world as a witness to 
all nations and then the end will come" (Matt. 24:14). The point is made that 
there may _be a length of time between this event and the final 
consummation.34 The conversion of the Jews is another sign. Paul said that 
when all of the elect among the Gentiles have been called into the church 


"all" in the above verses is in dispute. The coming of Elijah, which was 


foretold by Malachi (3:23-24), is understood to have been fulfilled in the 
person of John the Baptist (Mark 9:13).36 


Jesus also warned that there will be a proliferation of false prophets before 
the end comes (Matt. 24:4ff.). Paul mentions an event which he calls "the 


known as "the man of sin," "the lawless one," and "the son of perdition." 


These names all refer to the antichrist (2 Thess. 2:3;_1 John 2:18, 22; 4:3; 2 
John 2:7). The antichrist is understood to be a real person who is at the 
service of Satan.38 "Such specific personal titles and characteristics 
[mentioned in Holy Writ] cannot refer to an abstract ethical force for evil, or 


to a collective body or to movements of evil. An individual is specifically 


career in the pursuit of evil."39 


Finally, Jesus warns that the endtimes will be accompanied by_wars, 


Christ returns is known as the time of tribulation (Matt. 24:9, 29; cf. Isa. 
13:10; It is a time of unprecedented suffering on the face of the earth. The 


belief in such an endtime apostasy is common to both Catholics and 
evangelicals. 


The Time of the Second Coming, As to the precise time of Christ's coming 
Catholicism maintains the words of our Lord that "no one knows." Ott notes 
that "the time of Jesus' second coming is unknown to men (Sent. certa.). 
Jesus left the moment of the parousia indeterminate. At the conclusion of the 
Parousia speech, He declared: “But of that day_and hour no man knoweth, 
Indeed, the last thing Jesus said before he ascended was,_'"No one knows the 
times or the seasons" of his return (Acts 1:5). Paul tells the Thessalonians 


Peter "ascribes the delay of the parousia to the patience of God who wishes 
to give sinners time to However, Roman Catholics, like most evangelicals, 
teach that the Lord could return at any time: "Since the Ascension Christ's 

coming in glory has been imminent (cf. Rev. 22:20). ... This eschatological 


2:3-12),"43 


As to whether Christ comes before or after the "thousand years” 
(millennium) mentioned in Revelation 20 the Roman Catholic Church has 
made no official pronouncement. Many but not all of the early church 
fathers held to a view called "chiliasm" (or "millennialism") which held that 


because he observed abuses among some groups that took it literally.44 
Most Protestants, especially in earlier centuries, being more concemed with 
soteriological differences with Catholics, have been content not to deviate 
from the later Augustinian and dominant Catholic view at this point. The 
twentieth century has experienced a revival of the premillennial (that Christ 
will return before the thousand years and literally reign over the earth) view 
held by the early Fathers. Few Catholics, however, hold this position. 


Many contemporary evangelicals have a special interest in the return of the 
Jews to their ancient land. Some Roman Catholics are concerned that "a 
one-sided advocacy of Israel disregards the Palestinians (some of whom 
happen to be Christians). But, as the Vatican and the American bishops have 
pointed out, basic principles of human rights apply equally to all nations, 
including Israel.""45 


THE RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD 


At Christ's coming there will be a resurrection of the dead. All orthodox 
Christians confess with the Apostles' Creed to "believe ... in the resurrection 
of the flesh." The fact of the bodily resurrection is not a matter of dispute 
between Catholics and evangelicals. 


with their bodies" (De fide).46 The Athanasian Creed stresses resurrection: 
"On His coming all men with their bodies must arise."47 As to the exact 
timing of this event, the last thing Jesus said before he ascended was, "It is 
not for you to know the times or seasons" of his return (Acts 1:7). 


Argument from Scripture. Both Old and New Testaments speak repeatedly 
about the bodily resurrection of both believers and unbelievers from their 
graves. Old Testament passages on the resurrection of the body include 
Deuteronomy 32:39, 1 Samuel 2:6, job 19:25-26, Isaiah 26:19, Ezekiel 
37:12f., and Daniel 12:2. Daniel 12:2 declares that in the endtime "many of 
those who sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake; some shall live forever, 
others shall be an everlasting horror and disgrace." In the New Testament 
Jesus said explicitly that "the hour is coming in which all who are in the 
tombs will hear his voice and will come out, those who have done good 
deeds to the resurrection of life, but those who have done wicked deeds to 
the resurrection of condemnation" (John 5:28-29). John noted that those who 
follow Jesus "came to life and they reigned with Christ for a thousand 
years," but "the rest of the dead did not come to life until the thousand years 
were over" (Rev. 20:4-5). Paul also speaks of the resurrection of believers, 
insisting that "Christ has been raised from the dead, the firstfruits of those 
who have fallen asleep. For since death came through a human being, the 
resurrection of the dead came also through a human being ... but each in 


proper order: Christ the firstfruits; then, at his coming, those who belong to 
Christ" (I Cor. 15:20-21). 


Argument from the Fathers. Irenaeus (c. A.D. 130-200) was one of the first 
great theologians of the Christian church. In his famous work, Against 
Heresies, he affirmed that, "Inasmuch as Christ did rise in our flesh, it 
follows that we shall be also raised in the same [flesh]; since the resurrection 
promised to us should not be referred to spirits naturally immortal, but to 
bodies in themselves mortal."48 Resurrecting the flesh, he insists, is no 
problem for God, for "since the Lord has power to infuse life into what He 
has fashioned, since the flesh is capable of being quickened, what remains to 


promises, and to condemn the wicked to everlasting fire, after the 
resurrection of both these classes shall have happened, together with the 
restoration of their 


great apologists of the early church, spoke plainly: "the resurrection is a 
resurrection of the flesh which dies."51 He adds, "Let the unbelieving be 


is sufficient of the raising of dead bodies, is shown by the creation of these 
same bodies. For if, when they did not exist, He made at their first formation 
the bodies of men, and their original elements, He will, when they_are 


will be restored in the resurrection body. In his preface to "Pamphilus' 


we are now living which will rise again, not one kind of flesh instead of 
another, nor another body than the body of this flesh... It is an absurd 
invention of maliciousness to think that the human body is different from the 
flesh.,54 


Epiphanius, in his Second Creed of Epiphanius (A.D. 374), an enlargement 
of the Nicene Creed, declared that "the Word became flesh ... the same 
suffered in the flesh; rose again; and went up to heaven in the same body, sat 


Cyril of Jerusalem (A.D. 315-386), in his famous Catechetical Lectures 
(chap. 18), argued that God is able to reconstitute flesh that has become dust 
into flesh again. "Let no heretic ever persuade thee to speak evil of the 
confession of the "one Holy Catholic Church." For "The Faith which we 
rehearse" contains in order the following, "And in one baptism of repentance 
for the remission of sins; and in one Holy Catholic Church;_and in the 
resurrection of the flesh;_and in eternal life."56 Cyril referred to the 
resurrection body as "the very same body" we have before the 
resurrection.57 Similar views were held by Gregory of Nazianzen (a 
president of the Constantinople Council), Gregory of Nyssa, and Basil the 
Great. From this it is evident that the early Eastern Church also confessed a 
literal, physical resurrection. 


The greatest Christian thinker of the early Middle Ages was the Bishop of 
Hippo, Augustine. Augustine stressed the fact that resurrection is in the 
same physical body in which one lived before the resurrection. He believed 
that individuals would be raised in their same sex and even without any 
their bulk and it should perish, in contradiction to the words of Christ, who 
said that not a hair of their head should perish."58 Along with the early 
Fathers, Augustine believed that God would reconstitute all of the 


to fear that the omnipotence of the Creator cannot, for the resuscitation and 


reanimation of our bodies, recall all the portions which have been consumed 
by_beasts or fire, or have been dissolved into dust or ashes, or have 
decomposed into water, or even evaporated into the air."59 


Anselm (A.D. 1033-1109), speaking to the topic “How man will rise with 
the same body which he has in this world," concluded that "From this the 
future resurrection of the dead is clearly proved. For if man is to = ee 
restored, the restoration should make him such as he would have been had 
he never sinned." Therefore,_""as man, had he not sinned, was to have been 
transferred with the same body to an immortal state, so when he shall be 


restored, it must properly be with his own body as he lived in this world."60 


Aquinas affirmed explicitly that "the soul does not take an airy or heavenly 
body, or a ee ola ence: eLoreanic c Sor eaeaer ou al ee hn composed 


‘by Posi iniction | toa oa 
will - arene to matter numerically the 
afore, "although this corporeality yields to nothingness when the 
0 | t cannot, for all that, be an obstacle to the body's 
ising with numerical ident ntity."" Hence Hence, ' "it is clear that man returns 
numerically the same both by reason of the permanence of the rational soul 
and! by_reason of the unity. of matter."63 The fact that human bodies have 
arts that are changing "is not an obstacle to his being numerically one from 
the ea af his ‘o the end of it ... for the form and species of its 
single parts remain continuously throu: m a whole life."64 From this "it is 
clear, also, that there is no obstacle to faith in the resurrection-even in the 
fact that some men eat human flesh," for in the resurrection "the flesh 
consumed will rise in him in 1 whom it was first perfected by _a rational soul." 
As for those who ate flesh that will not be part of their resurrection body, 
"what is wanting will be supplied by the Creator's omnipotence."65 These 


unequivocal statements leave no doubt that Aquinas believed that the 
resurrection body was numerically identical to the pre-resurrection body. 


The Reformers did not forsake their theological roots in Catholicism at this 
point. They too continued the unbroken confession of the resurrection of the 
physical flesh. The Lutheran Formula of Concord (A.D. 1576) confessed: 
"We believe, teach and confess ... the chief articles of our faith (of Creation, 
The Belgic Confession (A.D. 1561), adopted by the Reformed Synod at 
Emden (A.D. 1571) and the Synod of Dort (A.D. 1619), affirmed: "we 
believe, according to the Word of God ... that our Lord Jesus Christ will 
come from heaven, corporally and visibly as he ascended with great glory 
and majesty, to declare himself judge of the quick [the living] and the dead. . 
_. For all the dead shall be raised out of the earth, and their souls joined and 
Westminster Confession of Faith declared: "At the last day, such as are 
found alive shall not die, but be changed: and all the dead shall be raised up, 


the material corpse was buried.69 Other Anabaptist and Baptist groups also 
confessed the literal, physical nature of the resurrection body. 


In brief, evangelical Protestants, following Catholics, confessed the physical 
bodily resurrection of believers in the day when Christ returns. Thus, _a 
current trend among some scholars to approve as orthodox opposing views 
is totally out of line with historic orthodoxy,70 for they deny the essential 
physical nature of the resurrection body. Such a view denies the historic 
Catholic (and evangelical) confession of a physical resurrection from the 
grave in the last days. 


THE GENERAL JUDGMENT 


Roman Catholicism teaches that there will be a general judgment at the end 
of time. This will be after Christ returns to earth. As a result of this 


coming, will judge all men (De fide.)."71 The Lateran Council (A.D. 655) 
declared: "If anyone does not properly_and truly confess in accordance with 


the living and the dead, let him be condemned."72 


Further, Christ will function as judge upon his return is proclaimed by all of 
the creeds. In the New Testament Jesus says that the Father has assigned the 
Son the office of Judge: "Nor does the Father judge anyone, but he has given 
all judgment to his Son, so that all may honor the Son just as they honor the 
Father" (John 5:22-23). Peter preached that Christ is "the one appointed by 
God as judge of the living and the dead" (Acts 10:42). Paul also referred 
often to Christ as "judge" (Acts 17:31; Rom. 2:5-16; 2 Cor. 5:10). 


Catholics believe that the scope of judgment extends to “all the nations." 


judgment is "the glorification of God and of the God-Man Jesus Christ (2 
Thess. 1:10) by revealing the wisdom of God in the government of the 
world, His goodness and patience towards sinners and above all His 
rewarding justice. The glorification of the God-Man achieves its apogee in 
the exercise of the office of judge of the World."73 The church fathers 
affirm this teaching. Polycarp, Clement, Augustine, and others, quoting from 
the Old and New Testaments, designate Christ as the judge of the World. 


THE END OF THE WORLD 


there will be an end to this world. Ott succinctly states the position of the 
Catholic church: "The present world will be destroyed on the Last Day."74 


Jesus spoke of the "end of the age" (Matt. 24:3f.). He even promised his 
disciples that he would be with them (through the ministry of the Holy 
Spirit) "until the end of the age" (Matt. 28:20). Peter described the end of the 
world in graphic terms: "the day of the Lord will come like a thief, and then 
the heavens will pass away with a mighty roar and the elements will be 
dissolved by fire, and the earth and everything done on it will be burned up" 
(2 Pet. 3:10). That is the bad news. 


The good news is that "the present world will be restored on the Last 

Isaiah speaks of God's restoration: "Lo, 1am about to create new heavens 
and a new earth" (Isa. 65:17). Jesus speaks of a "new age" (Matt. 19:28), and 
Paul teaches that the whole of the cosmos awaits redemption (Rom. 8:18- 
25), Peter tells of a "new Heaven and earth" (2 Pet. 3:13)_and John describes 
this restoration concerning the nature of this "new creation” (Rev. 21:1-8). 


suited to the immortal existence of the transfigured human body_as were the 
properties of the corruptible existence to the mortal body."76 Thus, the 
general eschatology of Catholics and evangelicals is the same. Christ will 
return bodily to earth. There will be a resurrection of the dead, followed by 
eternal bliss for believers and eternal condemnation for unbelievers. 


CONCLUSION 


We have attempted to present the major points covered in Roman Catholic 


in Biblical theology are not so much last as ultimate, and their chronological 
sequence does not correspond to their degree of definitiveness."77 


Many evangelicals are quick to note that Roman Catholic eschatology has 
different emphases and tends to have "simpler" theological constructs. For 
instance, in dealing with the concept of judgment (and judgments) in 
Scripture, Roman Catholics speak of one general judgment. Many 
evangelicals, however, find more than one judgment in the Scriptures; some 


Israel, the Gentiles, angels, and the "great white throne of judgment."78 
Many Protestants, however, particularly amillennialists, agree with the 
Catholic view of one general judgment. 


As to the time of and the events surrounding the second coming of Christ 
Catholicism does not have the variety which exists among evangelical 
theologians; however, the major points of Christian eschatology are there.79 
The reality and significance of death are taught, as well as a conscious 


intermediate state. The reality of judgment and the identity of the judge are 
established. There is a "heaven to gain and a hell to shun." Jesus is returning 
to claim his bride, the church, believers will be reunited with their bodies, 
and heaven and earth will be made anew. Augustine addressed this subject: 


IGod] shall be the end of our desires Who shall be contemplated without 
ceasing, loved without cloy,_and praised without weariness. There will be 


free will will not only continue to be exercised by_the saints, but will be the 
more truly free because liberated from the delight in sinning.80 


As Vatican II states: '"The Church, to which all of us are called in Christ 
Jesus and in which, through God's grace, we acquire holiness, will reach her 
consummation only in the glory of heaven, when the time will come for the 


restoration of all things."81 So here too, both Catholics and evangelicals 
share a common core of basic beliefs about the future. 
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AREAS OF DOCTRINAL DIFFERENCES 


In the first part of this volume we have stressed what evangelicals have in 
common with Roman Catholics. In short, this includes the great 
fundamentals of the Christian faith, including a belief in the Trinity, the 
virgin birth, the deity of Christ, the creation and subsequent fall of humanity, 
Christ's unique atonement for our sins, the physical resurrection of Christ, 
the necessity of God's grace for salvation, the existence of heaven and hell, 
the second coming of Christ, and the verbal inspiration and infallibility of 
Scripture. 


In spite of all these similarities in belief, however, there are some significant 
differences between Catholics and evangelicals on some important 
doctrines. Catholics affirm and evangelicals reject the immaculate 
conception of Mary, her bodily assumption, her role as corredemptrix, the 
veneration of Mary and other saints, prayers to Mary and the saints, the 
infallibility of the pope, the existence of purgatory, the inspiration and 
canonicity of the Apocrypha, the doctrine of transubstantiation, the worship 


of the transformed Host, the special sacerdotal powers of the Roman 
Catholic priesthood, and the necessity of works to obtain eternal life. Since 
all of these have been proclaimed as infallible dogma by the Roman 
Catholic Church, and since many are contrary to central teachings of 
evangelicalism, there appears to be no hope of ecumenical or ecclesiastical 
unity. Here we must recognize our differences and agree to disagree 
agreeably, knowing that there are many doctrines we hold in common (see 
Part One) and many things we can do together morally, socially, and 
educationally (see Part Three). 


Donald G. Bloesch has put it thusly, "We are called to build bridges where 
bridges can be built and allow the cleavage to remain where it cannot be 
overcome." 1 Unlike some evangelicals, we believe that there is no need to 
exaggerate our differences or to condemn Catholics for holding beliefs they 
do not hold. Nor should our doctrinal differences keep us from personal 
fellowship with other believing Catholics and social cooperation with them 
on common moral, social, and educational causes. At the same time, these 
valuable things we hold in common should not hinder us from the necessary 
task of pointing out, as we do in this section, what we believe to be serious 
errors in the official teachings of the Roman Catholic Church. 


9 
APOCRYPHA 


The question of authority is fundamental to the difference between Catholics 
and Protestants. There are disagreements in two basic areas: the extent of 
biblical authority and the sufficiency of biblical authority (see chap. 10). In 
this chapter we will deal with the extent of biblical authority by looking at 
the apocryphal books. 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE APOCRYPHA 


As we have already_seen in chapter 1, both Catholics and Protestants affirm 
the inspiration and divine authority of the sixty-six books of the Protestant 
canon (thirty-nine in the Old Testament and twenty-seven in the New 


literature (seven books and four parts of books) that the Roman Catholic 
Church infallibly pronounced part of the canon in A.D. 1546 at the Council 
Catholics as the deuterocanonical books (lit. "second canon"), It is important 
to note that, unlike some Protestant groups,1 Catholics’ use of this "second 
canon" does not imply that the Apocrypha is a secondary canon of inferior 
status. In spite of some current speculative usage by Catholic scholars to the 
contrary, the Council of Trent affords these books full canonical status and 
pronounces an anathema (excommunication) on any who reject them. After 
enumerating the books, including the eleven apocryphal books, the Council 
stated: "If anyone, however, should not accept the said books as sacred and 
canonical, entire with all their parts ... and if both knowingly and deliber 
ately he should condemn the aforesaid tradition let him be The same 
language affirming the Apocrypha is repeated by 


The differences over the canonicity of the Apocrypha are not minor. They 
are both doctrinal and canonical. Doctrinally, the Apocrypha supports 
prayers for the dead (which also entails a belief in purgatory). For instance, 
2 Maccabees 12:46 reads: "Thus he made atonement for the dead that they 
might be freed from this sin." Canonically, the grounds on which the 
Apocrypha was accepted undermine the true test for canonicity-propheticity. 
In short, if the Apocrypha can be accepted in the canon, lacking, as it does, 
the characteristics that meet the true test of canonicity, then other 
noncanonical books could be accepted on the same grounds. 


CATHOLIC ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF THE APOCRYPHA 


The Apocrypha that Rome accepts includes eleven books-or twelve, 
depending on whether Baruch (1-6) is split into two books consisting of 
Baruch 1-5 and The Letter of Jeremiah (Baruch 6). These include all 
fourteen (or fifteen) books in the Protestant Apocrypha, except the Prayer of 
Manasseh and 1 and 2 Esdras (called 3 and 4 Esdras by Roman Catholics, 
since the Protestant Ezra and Nehemiah are called 1 and 2 Esdras by 
Catholics). 


Although the Roman Catholic canon has eleven more books than the 
Protestant Bible, only seven extra books appear in the table of contents of 
Roman Catholic Bibles. This makes the total forty-six (the thirty-nine in the 
Protestant and Jewish Old Testament, plus seven more complete books). 
There are, however, four more books or pieces of literature that are added to 
other books that do not appear in the table of contents. There are the 
Additions to Esther, added at the end of the Book of Esther (Esth. 10:4f.); 
the Prayer of Azariah, inserted between the Jewish (and Protestant) Daniel 
3:23 and 24 (making it Daniel 3:24-90 in Roman Catholic Bibles); Susanna, 
placed at the end of Daniel 12 in the Protestant and Jewish Old Testament 
(as chap. 13); and Bel and the Dragon, which became chapter 14 of Daniel. 
So with seven complete books and four other pieces of literature found in 
Daniel and Esther, the Roman Catholic canon has eleven more books than 
does the Jewish Bible and Protestant Old Testament. 


REASONS ADVANCED FOR ACCEPTING THE APOCRYPHA 


The larger canon is sometimes referred to as the "Alexandrian Canon," as 
opposed to the "Palestinian Canon" (which does not contain the Apocrypha) 
because they are alleged to have been part of the Greek translation of the 
Old Testament (the Septuagint or "Seventy" [LXX], which originated in 
Alexandria, Egypt). The reasons generally advanced in favor of this broader 
Alexandrian list accepted by Roman Catholics, which includes the 
apocryphal books, are as follows: 


1. The New Testament reflects the thought of the Apocrypha, and even 
refers to events contained in it (cf. Heb. 11:35 with 2 Macc. 7, 12). 


2. The New Testament quotes mostly from the Septuagint, which contained 
the Apocrypha. This gives tacit approval of the whole text, including the 
Apocrypha, from which they quoted. 


3. Some of the early church fathers quoted and used the Apocrypha as 
Scripture in public worship. 


4. Some of the early church fathers-Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Clement of 
Alexandria-accepted all the books of the Apocrypha as canonical. 


5. Early Christian catacomb scenes depict episodes from the Apocrypha, 
showing it was part of the early Christians’ religious life. If not their 
inspiration, this at least reveals a great regard for the Apocrypha. 


6. The early Greek manuscripts (Aleph, A, and B) interpose the Apocrypha 
among the Old Testament books. This reveals that they were part of the 
Jewish-Greek translation of the Old Testament. 


7. Several early church councils accepted the Apocrypha: the Council of 
Rome (A.D. 382), the Council of Hippo (A.D. 393), and the Council of 
Carthage (A.D. 397). 


8. The Eastern Orthodox church accepts the Apocrypha, revealing that it is 
not simply a Roman Catholic dogma. 


9. The Roman Catholic Church proclaimed the Apocrypha canonical at the 
Council of Trent (A.D. 1546). This was in accord with pronouncements at 
early councils (see point 7 above) and the Council of Florence not long 
before the Reformation (A.D. 1442). 


10. The apocryphal books were included in the Protestant Bible as late as the 
nineteenth century. This indicates that even Protestants accepted the 
Apocrypha until very recently. 


11. Some apocryphal books written in Hebrew have been found among other 
Old Testament canonical books in the Dead Sea community at Qumran. This 
shows that they were part of the Hebrew canon. 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ACCEPTANCE OF THE 
APOCRYPHA4 


In response to the alleged support for considering the apocryphal books as 
canonical, we will do two things. First, we will respond to each of the 
Roman Catholic arguments in favor of the Apocrypha, showing that they are 


unfounded. Second, we will build a positive case in favor of the Jewish and 
Protestant canon. 


A RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF THE 
APOCRYPHA 


Our response will follow the order of the arguments given by Catholics 
discussed above. Thus, the numbering will correspond point by point. 


1. There may be New Testament allusions to the Apocrypha, but there are no 


clear New Testament quotations from it. Not once is there a direct quotation 
although the New Testament cites the Hebrew Old Testament, it never once 
quotes any of the fourteen (or fifteen) apocryphal books as divinely 
authoritative or canonical. For example, they are never cited with 
introductory phrases like "thus says the Lord" or "as it is written" or "the 
Scriptures say," such as are typically found when canonical books are 
quoted. 


2. The fact that the New Testament often quotes from the Greek Old 
Testament in no way_ proves that the apocryphal books contained in the 
Greek manuscript of the Old Testament are inspired. First, it is not certain 


and the apostles never once quoted them, although they are supposed to have 
been included in the very version of the Old Testament (the LXX) that they 


usually cited. Finally, even the notes in the current Roman Catholic Bible 
"religious books used by both Jews and Christians which were not included 
in the collection of inspired writings." Instead, they_""were introduced rather 


late into the collection of the Bible. Catholics call them “deuterocanonical' 
(second canon) books."6 


3. Citations of the church fathers in support of the canonicity of the 
Apocrypha are selective and misleading. While some Fathers accepted their 
inspiration, others used them only for devotional or homiletical (preaching) 


purposes but did not accept them as canonical. As a recent authority on the 
Apocrypha, Roger Beckwith, observes, 


When one examines the passages in the early Fathers which are supposed to 
establish the canonicity of the Apocrypha, one finds that some of them are 


taken from the alternative Greek text of Ezra (1 Esdras) _or from additions or 


indication that the book is regarded as 


So unqualified Catholic appeal to the use of the Apocrypha is misleading. 
For, as Beckwith notes, in many cases the Fathers were not claiming divine 
authority for one or more of the eleven books infallibly canonized by the 
Council of Trent. Rather, they were either citing a book that was part of the 
Hebrew canon or not quoting the apocryphal books as Scripture. 


Apocrypha, there were many who vehemently opposed it.9 For example, 
Athanasius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Origen, and the great Roman Catholic 


contain the Apocrypha.10 


5. As even many Catholic scholars will admit, scenes from the catacombs do 
not prove the canonicity of the books whose events they depict. Such scenes 
need not indicate any more than the religious significance that the portrayed 
events had for early Christians. They may show a respect for the books 
containing these events without recognizing that they are inspired. 


7. There are some important reasons why citing these church councils does 
not prove the Apocrypha belonged in the canon of the Christian church. 
First, these were only local councils and were not binding on the whole 
church.12 Local councils have often erred in their decisions and have been 
overruled later by the universal church. 


Second, these books were not part of the Christian (New Testament period) 
writings and hence were not under the province of the Christian church to 
decide. They were the province of the Jewish community that wrote them 
and had centuries before rejected them as part of the canon, for books were 
accepted by the contemporary generations who were in the best position to 
verify the prophetic claims of their authors (cf. Heb. 2:3-4). 


Third, the books accepted by these Christian councils may not have been the 
Same ones in each case. Hence, they cannot be used as evidence of the exact 
canon later infallibly proclaimed by the Roman Catholic Church in A.D. 
1546. 


influenced by Augustine, who is the most significant voice of antiquity that 
accepted the same apocryphal books later canonized by the Council of Trent 
in A.D. 1546.13 However, Augustine's position is ill-founded for several 
reasons. (a) His contemporary, Jerome, a greater biblical authority than 


recognized that the Jews did not accept these books as part of their canon.14 
(c) Augustine erroneously reasoned that these books should be in the Bible 
because of their mention "of extreme and wonderful suffering of certain 


8. The Greek church has not always accepted the Apocrypha, nor is its 
present position unequivocal. At the synods of Constantinople (A.D. 1638), 
Jaffa (1642), and Jerusalem (1672) these books were declared canonical. But 
even as late as 1839 their Larger Catechism expressly omitted the 


Apocrypha on the grounds that its books did not exist in the Hebrew Bible. 
This is still their position. 


9. At the Roman Catholic Council of Trent (A.D. 1546) the infallible 
proclamation was made accepting the Apocrypha as part of the inspired 
Word of God.19 Unfortunately, the proclamation came a millennium and a 
half after the books were written and in an obvious polemic against 
Furthermore, the official infallible addition of books that support prayers for 
the dead is highly suspect, coming as it did only a few years after Luther 
protested against this very doctrine. It has all the appearance of an attempt to 
provide ecclesiastical support for Roman Catholic doctrines that lack 
biblical support (see chap. 16). 


considered of equal authority.21 While Anglicans and some other 
nonRoman Catholic groups had a high regard for the devotional and 


the Reformation period made the distinction between the Apocrypha and the 
canon. Cardinal Ximenes made this distinction in his Complutensian 


the Apocrypha. Luther spoke against the Apocrypha in 1543, placing its 
books at the back of his Bible.22 


11. The discovery at Qumran included not only the community's Bible (the 
Old Testament) but their library, with fragments of hundreds of books. 


indicates that the Qumran community did not view the apocryphal books as 
canonical.23 The noted scholar on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Millar Burroughs, 
concluded: "There is no reason to think that any of these works were 


venerated as Sacred Scripture."24 


Actually, all that the arguments used in favor of the canonicity of the 
apocryphal books prove is that various apocryphal books were given varied 


dominated mistakenly pronounced them inspired did they gain wider usage 
and eventual acceptance by the Roman Catholic Church at Trent. This falls 
far short of the kind of initial, continual, and complete recognition of the 


canonical books of the Protestant Old Testament and Jewish Torah (which 


teaching magisterium of the Catholic church proclaims infallible one 
tradition to the neglect of strong evidence in favor of an opposing tradition 


ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF THE PROTESTANT 
("PALESTINIAN") CANON 


The evidence indicates that the Protestant Old Testament canon, consisting 
of thirty-nine books identical to the Hebrew Bible and excluding the 
orthodoxy. Therefore, their canon was recognized as the orthodox one. It 
was the canon of Jesus,27 Josephus, and Jerome. For that matter, it was the 
canon of many of the early church fathers, including, Origen, Cyril of 
Jerusalem, and Athanasius. The arguments in support of the Protestant 
canon can be divided into two categories: historical and doctrinal. 


REASONS FOR ACCEPTING THE PROTESTANT CANON 


The True Test of Canonicity. Contrary to the Roman Catholic argument from 
Christian usage, the true test of canonicity is propheticity. That is, 
propheticity determines canonicity. God determined which books would be 
in the Bible by giving their message to a prophet. So only books written by a 
prophet, that is, an accredited spokesperson for God, are inspired and belong 
in the canon of Scripture. 


Of course, while God determined canonicity by propheticity, the people of 
God had to discover which of these books were prophetic. The evidence 
supports the thesis that this was done immediately by the people of God to 


whom the prophet wrote, not centuries later by those who had no access to 
him nor any way to verify his prophetic credentials. For example, Moses' 
books were accepted immediately and were stored in a holy place (Deut. 
31:26). Likewise, Joshua's books were immediately accepted and preserved 
along with Moses' Law (Josh. 24:26). Samuel wrote a book and added it to 
the collection (1 Sam. 10:25). Daniel already had a copy of his 
contemporary Jeremiah (Dan. 9:2, 11, 13). Paul encouraged the churches to 
circulate his inspired epistles (Col. 4:16). And Peter had a collection of 
Paul's writings, which he called "Scripture" along with the Old Testament (2 
Pet. 3:15-16). 


There were a number of ways for the immediate contemporaries to confirm 
whether someone was a prophet of God. Among these were supernatural 
confirmation (cf. Exod. 3:1-3; Acts 2:22; 2 Cor. 12:12; Heb. 2:3-4). 
Sometimes this came in the form of feats of nature and other times in terms 
of predictive prophecy. Indeed, false prophets were weeded out if their 
predictions did not come true (Deut. 18:22). Of course, alleged revelations 
that contradicted previously revealed truths were rejected as well (Deut. 
13:1-3). 


The evidence that there was a growing canon of books that were accepted 
immediately by contemporaries who could confirm their prophetic 
authenticity is that succeeding books cited preceding ones. Moses' writings 
are cited throughout the Old Testament beginning with his immediate 
successor, Joshua (Josh. 1:7; 1 Kings 2:3; 2 Kings 14:6; 2 Chron. 17:9; Ezra 
6:18; Neh. 13:1; Jer. 8:8; Mal. 4:4). Likewise, later prophets cited earlier 
ones (e.g., Jer. 26:18; Ezek. 14:14, 20; Dan. 9:2; Jon. 2:2-9; Mic. 4:1-3). In 
the New Testament Paul cites Luke (1 Tim. 5:18), Peter recognizes Paul's 
epistles (2 Pet. 3:15-16), and Jude (4-12) cites 2 Peter. Also, the Book of 
Revelation is filled with images and ideas taken from previous Scripture, 
especially Daniel (cf. Rev. 13). 


In fact, the entire Protestant Old Testament was considered prophetic. 

of the Old Testament books were known as "the Prophets" (Matt. 5:17) since 
these two sections are called "all the Scriptures" (Luke The "apostles and 
[New Testament] prophets" (Eph. 3:5) composed the entire New Testament. 
Hence, the whole Bible is a prophetic book, including the final book (cf. 


Rev. 20:7, 9-10). As we will see, this cannot be said for the apocryphal 
books. 


There is strong evidence that the apocryphal books are not prophetic. But 


it adds nothing to the messianic truths of the Old Testament. Fifth, even the 
Jewish community, whose books they _were, acknowledged that the 


prophetic book written after Taken together, this provides overwhelming 
evidence that the Apocrypha was not prophetic and, therefore, should not be 
part of the canon of Scripture. 


The Continuous Testimony from Antiquity. In addition to the evidence for 
the propheticity of only the books of the Protestant Old Testament (which 
exclude the Apocrypha) there is virtually an unbroken line of support from 
ancient to modern times for rejecting the Apocrypha as part of the canon. 
This is true for both Jewish teachers and Christian Fathers. 


1. Philo, an Alexandrian Jewish teacher (20 B.C.-A.D. 40), quoted the Old 
Testament prolifically from virtually every canonical book. Never once, 
however, did he quote the Apocrypha as inspired text. 


2. Josephus (A.D. 30-100), a Jewish historian, explicitly excluded the 
Apocrypha, numbering the Old Testament as twenty-two books (= thirtynine 
books in the Protestant Old Testament). Neither does he quote an apocryphal 
book as Scripture, though he was familiar with them. In Against Apion he 
wrote: 


For we have not an innumerable multitude of books among us, disagreeing 


belong to Moses, which contain his law, and the traditions of the origin of 
mankind till his death. This interval of time was little short of three thousand 
years; _but as to the time from the death of Moses till the reign of Artaxerxes 
king of Persia, who reigned at Xerxes, the prophets, who were after Moses, 
wrote down what was done in their times in thirteen books. The remaining 
four books contain hymns to God,_and precepts for the conduct of human 
life.30 


These correspond exactly to the present Protestant Old Testament, which 
excludes the Apocrypha. 


3. Jewish teachers acknowledged that their prophetic line ended in the fourth 


these.32 Seder Olam Rabbah 30 declares: "Until then [the coming of 
Alexander the Great] the prophets prophesied through the Holy Spirit. From 
then on, Incline thine ear and hear the words of the wise."" Baba Bathra I2b 
declares: "Since the day when the Temple was destroyed, prophecy has been 
taken from the prophets and given to the wise." Rabbi Samuel bar Inia said, 
"The Second Temple lacked five things which the First Temple possessed, 
namely, the fire, the ark, the Urim and Thummin, the oil of anointing and the 
Holy Spirit [of prophecy]." Thus, the Jewish fathers (rabbis) acknowledged 
that the time period during which their Apocrypha was written was not a 
time when God was giving inspired writings. 


4. Jesus and the New Testament writers never once quoted the Apocrypha as 
Scripture, even though they were aware of these books and possibly even 
alluded to them at times.33 This point is reinforced by the fact that the New 
Testament writers have hundreds of citations from all but a few canonical 
books in the Old Testament. And the manner in which they are cited with 
authority indicates that they were believed to be part of the "Law and 


as part of the divinely inspired Jewish canon.35 Since the New Testament 
explicitly states that Israel was entrusted with the oracles of God and was the 
recipient of the covenants and the Law (Rom. 3:2), the Jews should be 
considered the custodians of the limits of their own canon. And they have 
always rejected the Apocrypha. 


6. No canonical list or general council accepted the Apocrypha as inspired 
for nearly the first four centuries of the Christian church. This is especially 
significant since all the lists available and most of the Fathers from this 


were only local ones without ecumenical force.36 


7. Many of the early Fathers of the Christian church spoke out against the 
Apocrypha, including Origen, Cyril of Jerusalem, Athanasius, and the great 
Roman Catholic Bible translator, Jerome. 


8. Jerome (A.D. 340-420), the greatest biblical scholar of the early medieval 
as part of the canon.37 He said the church reads these books "for ex ample 
and instruction of manners" but does not "apply them to establish any 
doctrine."38 In fact, Jerome disputed Augustine's unjustified acceptance of 
these books. He even refused at first to translate the Apocrypha into Latin, 
but later made a hurried translation of a few books. After listing the exact 
books of the Jewish Bible and Protestant Old Testament (which exclude the 
Apocrypha), Jerome concluded: 


"Thus altogether there come to be 22 books of the old Law [according to the 
letters of the Jewish alphabet], that is, five of Moses, eight of the Prophets, 
and nine of the Hagiographa. Although some set down ... Ruth and Kinoth 
among the Hagiographa, and think that these books ought to be counted 


introduction to all the biblical books which have been translated from 
Hebrew into Latin, so that we may know that whatever is not included in 
these is to be placed among the apocrypha."39 


In his preface to Daniel, Jerome clearly rejected the apocryphal additions to 
Daniel (Bel and the Dragon, Susanna) and argued only for the canonicity of 
those books found in the Hebrew Bible that excluded all the Apocrypha. He 
wrote: 


The stories of Susanna and of Bel and the Dragon are not contained in the 
Hebrew.... For this same reason when I was translating Daniel many years 
ago, I noted these visions with a critical symbol, showing that they_were not 


which exhibit no authority as Holy Scripture.40 


9. Even noted Roman Catholic scholars during the Reformation period 
rejected the Apocrypha, such as Cardinal Cajetan, who opposed Martin 
Luther. As already noted, he wrote a Commentary on All the Authentic 
Historical Books of the Old Testament (A.D. 1532), which excluded the 
Apocrypha. If he believed they were authentic, they certainly would have 
been included in a book on "all the authentic" books of the Old Testament. 


10. Martin Luther, John Calvin, and other Reformers rejected the canonicity 
of the Apocrypha. Lutherans and Anglicans used it only for 
ethical/devotional matters but did not consider it authoritative in matters of 
faith. Reformed churches followed the Westminster Confession of Faith 
(A.D. 1647), which states: "The Books commonly called Apocrypha, not 
being of divine inspiration, are not part of the canon of the Scriptures; and 
therefore are of no authority in the Church of God, nor to be any otherwise 
approved, or made use of, than any other human writings." 


In short, the Christian church (including Anglican, Lutheran, Reformed, and 
others) has rejected the Apocrypha as part of the canon to this date. They do 
so because it lacks the primary determining factor of canonicity: 


propheticity; that is, the apocryphal books lack evidence that they were 
written by accredited prophets of God. Further supporting evidence is found 
in the facts that the Apocrypha is never cited as authoritative in Scripture in 
the New Testament; it was never part of the Jewish canon whose books they 
are; and the early church as a whole did not accept the Apocrypha as 
inspired. 


THE MISTAKE OF THE COUNCIL OF TRENT 


The infallible pronouncement by the Council of Trent that the Apocrypha is 
part of the inspired Word of God is unjustified for many reasons. It reveals 
how fallible an allegedly infallible statement can be, since it is historically 
unfounded, being a polemical overreaction, and entailing an arbitrary 
decision that involved a dogmatic exclusion. 


1. Prophetically Unverified. The true test of canonicity is propheticity. There 
is no evidence that the apocryphal books were prophetic. They lack 
prophetic authorship, content, and confirmation. 


2. Historically Unfounded. The council's pronouncement went against a 
continuous line of teaching, including noted Jewish and Christian fathers, 
such as Philo, Josephus, Cyril of Jerusalem, Athanasius, and Jerome. 
Certainly, it is not based on any "unanimous consent of the Fathers" 
Catholics claim for their dogma. 


3. Polemical Overreaction. The occasion of Trent's infallible pronouncement 
on the Apocrypha was part of a polemical action against Luther, supporting 
teaching that he had attacked, such as prayers for the dead (cf. 2 Macc. 
12:45-46). 


4. Arbitrary Decision. Not all the Apocrypha was accepted at Trent. In fact, 
they arbitrarily accepted a book favoring their belief in prayers for the dead 
(2 Maccabees) and rejected one opposing such prayers (2 [4j Esdras; cf. 
7:105). Thus, Trent's acceptance of the Apocrypha was unfounded. There 
were fourteen books and yet they selected only eleven. On what grounds did 
they reject the three? 


Esdras reveals the arbitrariness of Trent's decision.41 It was written in 
Aramaic by_an unknown Jewish author (c. A.D. 100) and circulated in Old 


the passage contains an emphatic denial of the value of prayers for the 
dead.,42 


Roman Catholic Church infallibly and irrevocably proclaimed that the 
apocryphal books were on the same level as Scripture, declaring: "The 
Synod ... receives and venerates ... all the books [including the Apocrypha] 
both of the Old and the New Testaments-seeing that one God is the Author 
of both ... as having been dictated, either by Christ's own word of mouth or 
by_the Holy Ghost.... If anyone receives not as sacred and canonical the said 
books entire with all their parts, as they have been used to be read in the 
Catholic Church ... let him be anathema."44 


The Wrong Test for Canonicity. When all is said and done, the Roman 
Catholic Church uses the wrong test for canonicity. The true and false views 
of what determines canonicity can be contrasted as 


In spite of the fact that Catholic sources can be cited supporting what looks 
very much like the "correct view" above, Catholic apologists often 
equivocate on this issue. Peter Kreeft, for example, argues that the church 
must be infallible if the Bible is, since the effect cannot be greater than the 
cause and the church caused the canon. But if the church is regulated by the 
canon, not ruler over it, then the church is not the cause of the canon. Other 
defenders of Catholicism make the same mistake, giving lip-service to the 
fact that the church only discovers the canon, yet constructing an argument 


that makes the church the determiner of the canon. They neglect the fact that 
it is God who caused (by inspiration) the canonical Scriptures, not the 
church. 


This misunderstanding is sometimes evident in the equivocal use of the 
word "witness." When we speak of the later church as being a "witness" to 
the canon, we do not mean in the sense of being an eyewitness to first-hand 
evidence. Only the people of God contemporary to the events were first- 
hand witnesses. Rather, the later church is a witness of the canon in the 
sense that it testifies to the historical evidence for the authenticity of the 
canonical books as coming from prophets and apostles. Yet when Roman 
Catholics speak of the role of the church in determining the canon they 
endow it with an evidential role it does not have. Several points will clarify 
the proper role of the Christian church in discovering which books belong in 
the canon. 


First, only the people of God contemporary to the writing of the biblical 
books are actual eyewitnesses to the evidence. They alone were witnesses to 
the canon as it was developing. Only they are qualified to testify to the 
evidence of the propheticity of the biblical books, which is the determinative 
factor of canonicity. 


Second, the later church is not an evidential witness for the canon. The later 
church does not create or constitute evidence for the canon. It is only a 
discoverer and observer of the evidence that remains for original 
confirmation of the propheticity of the canonical books. Assuming that the 
church itself is evidence is the mistake behind the view favoring the 
canonicity of the Apocrypha. 


Third, neither the earlier nor later church is the judge of the canon. The 
church is not the final authority for the criteria of what will be admitted as 
evidence in the way that judges are. That is, it does not determine the rules 
of canonicity. Since the Bible is the Word of God, only God can determine 
the criteria for our discovery of what is his Word. Or, to put it another way, 
what is of God will have his "fingerprints" on it, and only God is the 
determiner of what his "fingerprints" are like. It is up to the people of God 
simply to discover these divine characteristics that God has determined. 


Fourth, both the early and later church is more like a jury than a judge. The 
role of a jury is to listen to the evidence, not create it or try to be it. They 
weigh the evidence, not make it or constitute it. Then, they render a verdict 
in accord with the evidence. This, as we have shown, is precisely what the 
Christian church has done in rendering its verdict that the Apocrypha is not 
part of sacred Scripture. The first-century church looked at the first-hand 
evidence for propheticity (miracles, etc.), and the subsequent historic church 
has reviewed the evidence for the authenticity of these prophetic books that 
were directly confirmed by God when they were written. 


There is, of course, a certain sense in which the church is a "judge" of the 
canon. It is called upon, as all juries are, to engage in an active use of the 
mind in sifting and weighing the evidence and in rendering a verdict. But 
this is not what Roman Catholics believe, in practice, if not in theory. For 
the Roman Catholic Church plays a magisterial role in determining the 
canon. After all, this is what is meant by the "teaching magisterium" of the 
church, which it exercised at Trent and reaffirmed at Vatican I and II. The 
Roman Catholic hierarchy is not merely ministerial, it is magisterial. It has a 
judicial role, not just an administrative one. It is not just a jury looking at 
evidence, but a judge determining what counts as evidence and what does 
not. And herein is the problem. 


In exercising its magisterial role, the Roman Catholic Church chose the 
wrong course in rendering its decision about the Apocrypha. First, it chose 
to follow the wrong criterion: Christian usage rather than propheticity. 
Second, it used second-hand evidence of later writers rather than first-hand 
ev idence for canonicity (divine confirmation of the author's propheticity). 
Third, it did not use immediate confirmation by contemporaries of the 
events but later statements by people often separated from the events by 
generations or centuries. All of these mistakes arose out of a misconception 
of the very role of the church as judge rather than jury, as magistrate rather 
than minister, as sovereign over rather than servant of the canon. By 
contrast, the Protestant rejection of the Apocrypha was based on a proper 
understanding of the role of the contemporary eyewitnesses to the evidence 
of propheticity and the succeeding church as being possessor of historical 
evidence for the authenticity of these prophetic books. 


CONCLUSION 


Differences over the Apocrypha are crucial to Roman Catholics and 
Protestants. Opposing doctrines held firmly by both sides are at stake, such 
as purgatory and prayers for the dead. As we have seen, there is no evidence 
that the apocryphal books are inspired and, therefore, should be part of the 
canon of inspired Scripture. They do not claim to be inspired nor does the 
Jewish community that produced them claim they were. Indeed, they are 
never quoted as Scripture in the New Testament, and many early Fathers, 
including the great Roman Catholic biblical scholar, Jerome, categorically 
rejected them. Adding them to the Bible with an infallible decree at the 
Council of Trent has all the markings of a dogmatic and polemical 
pronouncement, geared by Roman Catholicism to bolster support for 
doctrines for which they cannot find clear support in any of the sixty-six 
canonical books. 


In view of the strong evidence against the Apocrypha, the decision by the 
Roman Catholic Church to pronounce them canonical is unfounded and 
Catholic view has been pronounced ex cathedra and is therefore an official, 
infallible, and irrevocable part of the Roman Catholic faith. As such, it is an 
insurmountable obstacle to any union between Catholics and Protestants on 


serious error to admit nonrevelational material into the written Word of God, 
since it corrupts the revelation of God and thereby undermines the divine 
authority of Scripture.46 


10 
SCRIPTURE 


In addition to basic differences over the extent of the authority of Scripture, 
Catholics and Protestants differ over the limits of infallible authority. The 


alone.2 When properly defined, both of these are affirmed by Protestants 
and denied by Catholics, although there is some question about whether the 


differences are as great as once thought on the question of justification (see 
chaps. 5 and 12). 


CATHOLIC ARGUMENTS FOR INFALLIBLE APOSTOLIC 
TRADITION 


There is, however, no doubt about the irresolvable differences on whether 
the Bible alone is the infallible guide for faith and practice. This is certainly 
true in the formal sense in which Protestants mean it, though modern 
Catholics allow the belief that the content of the Bible contains all the 
revelation God has given (at least implicitly). But even this more 
progressive view has tens to add that an infallible teaching magisterium is 
still necessary to formally interpret the Bible correctly. 


THE PROTESTANT UNDERSTANDING OF SOLA SCRIPTURA 


By sola Scriptura orthodox Protestants mean that Scripture alone is the 
primary and absolute source of authority, the final court of appeal, for all 
doctrine and practice (faith and morals). It is important to repeat that 
Catholics often misunderstand the Protestant principle of sola Scriptura to 
exclude any truth outside the Bible. This, of course, is untrue, as is revealed 
by Luther's famous quote about being "convinced by the testimonies of 
Scripture or evident reason" (emphasis added). Most Protestants accept the 
general revelation declared in the heavens (Ps. 19:1) and inscribed on the 
human heart (Rom. 2:12-15). However, classical Protestantism denies any 
salvific value of natural (general) revelation, believing one can only come to 
salvation through special revelation. What Protestants mean by sola 
Scriptura is that the Bible alone is the infallible written authority for faith 
and morals. Natural revelation as such is not a written revelation, nor does it 
cover all matters of faith and morals (it only overlaps with some). Good 
reason can and should be used apologetically (to defend against attacks on 
orthodoxy from without), polemically (to defend against attacks on 
orthodoxy from within), and theologically (to define orthodox doctrines 
within). 


Sola Scriptura implies several things. First, the Bible is a direct revelation 
from God. As such, it has divine authority, for what the Bible says, God 
says. 


Second, Scripture is the sufficient and final written authority of God. As to 
sufficiency, the Bible-nothing more, nothing less, and nothing else-is all that 
is necessary for faith and practice. In short, "the Bible alone" means "the 
Bible only" is the final authority for our faith. Further, the Scriptures not 
only have sufficiency but they also possess final authority. They are the final 
court of appeal on all doctrinal and moral matters. However good they may 
be in giving guidance, all the church fathers, popes, and councils are fallible 
(see chap. 11). Only the Bible is infallible. 


Third, the Bible is clear (perspicuous). The perspicuity of Scripture does not 
mean that everything in the Bible is perfectly clear, but rather the essential 
teachings are. Popularly put, in the Bible the main things are the plain things 
and the plain things are the main things. This is not to say that Protestants 
obtain no help from the Fathers and early councils. Indeed, Protestants 
accept the pronouncements of the first four ecumenical councils (see chap. 
1) as helpful but not infallible. What is more, most Protestants have high 
regard for the teachings of the early Fathers, though obviously they do not 
believe they are without error. So this is not to say that there is no usefulness 
to Christian tradition, but only that it is of secondary importance. As John 
Jefferson Davis notes, "Sola Scriptura meant the primacy of Scripture as a 
theological norm over all tradition rather than the total rejection of 
tradition."3 


Calvin does not dismiss the role of authority in the church. That authority, 
however, must be subservient to the Scriptures. "Ours be the humility which 
however, to Christ the Church's head." The church "tests all obedience by 
the Word of God ... whose supreme care it is humbly and religiously to 


venerate the Word of God, and submit to its authority."4 


principle.’ When we have difficulty in understanding an unclear text of 
Scripture, we turn to other biblical texts, since the Bible is the best 


interpreter of the Bible. In the Scriptures, clear texts should be used to 
interpret the unclear ones.6 


COMPARISON AND CONTRAST OF VIEWS ON SOLA 
SCRIPTURA 


A good bit of confusion exists between Catholics and Protestants on sola 
Scriptura due to a failure to distinguish two aspects of the doctrine: the 
formal and the material. Sola Scriptura in the material sense simply means 
that all the content of salvific revelation exists in Scripture. Many Catholics 
hold this in common with Protestants,7 including well-known theologians 
from John Henry Newman to Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger. French Catholic 
theologian Yves Congar states: "we can admit sola Scriptura in the sense of 
a material sufficiency of canonical Scripture. This means that Scripture 
affirm and Catholics reject is sola Scriptura in the formal sense that the 
Bible alone is sufficiently clear that no infallible teaching magisterium of the 
church is necessary to interpret it. 


The differences can be charted as follows: 


ARGUMENTS FOR THE BIBLE PLUS TRADITION 


One of the basic differences between Catholics and Protestants is over 
whether the Bible alone or the Bible plus extra-biblical apostolic tradition is 
the sufficient and final authority for faith and practice. Roman Catholics 
affirm the latter and Protestants the former. For, while Catholics allow the 
Protestant teaching on the material sufficiency of Scripture, they deny its 
formal sufficiency. Catholics insist that there is a need for a teaching 
magisterium to rule on just what is and is not authentic apostolic tradition. 


Catholics are not all agreed on their understanding of the relation of tradition 
to Scripture. Some understand it as two sources of revelation. Others 
understand apostolic tradition as a lesser form of revelation. Still others 
understand tradition in an almost Protestant way, namely, as merely an 
interpretation of revelation (albeit, an infallible one) that is found only in the 


Bible. Traditional Catholics, such as Ludwig Ott and Henry Denzinger, tend 
to be in the first category, and more modern Catholics, such as John Henry 
Newman and Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, in the latter. 


The language of the Council of Trent seems to favor the traditional 
understanding, It claimed, for example, that "this truth and instruction are 
contained in the written books and in the unwritten traditions, which have 
been received by the apostles from the mouth of Christ Himself, or from the 
apostles themselves, at the of the Holy Spirit, have come down to us." 
Consequently, Trent "receives and holds in veneration with an equal 
affection or piety and reverence all the books of the Old and of the New 


Testa ment, since one God is the author of both, and also the traditions 


Indeed, in Denzinger's "Systematic Index" he speaks of "the Sources [plural] 
of Revelation": "The written source of revelation is the canonical books of 
both Testaments.... Another source of revelation is ecclesiastical 
tradition."12 The original draft of Trent left no doubt it intended two sources 
of revelation, speaking of the gospel being contained "partly in written 
books, partly in unwritten tradition." This, however, was changed at the last 
minute, omitting the word "partly" in both cases. Many post-Vatican II 
Catholic scholars claim it is improper to speak of two sources of revelation, 
since the "De Verbum" [the Word] document speaks of "a single sacred 
deposit of the Word of God." This is not an infallible pronouncement, 
however, and it leaves it undefined as to whether each may contain elements 
not found in the other. The debate continues as to whether the words "partly" 
were omitted from Trent's declaration for theological or stylistic reasons. 


David Wells provides a good summary _of the new (more progressive) view: 
both mediate this common revelation; 3) Scripture and tradition can never be 
in conflict since they_arise from the same source of revelation; 4) Scripture 
is generically no different in nature from tradition since both contain and 
communicate the same revelation, but it is more important."13 Wells likens 
the Catholic belief in the relation of Scripture and tradition to that of two 
eyes. "The second eye adds no new knowledge of the outside world to that 


greater Clarity than with one."14 


Whether or not extra-biblical apostolic tradition is considered a second 
source of revelation, there is no question that both sides agree that the 
Roman Catholic Church believes apostolic tradition is both authoritative and 
infallible. The Council of Trent was emphatic in proclaiming that the Bible 
alone is not sufficient for faith and morals; God has ordained tradition in 
addition to the Bible to faithfully guide the church. The basic arguments in 
favor of the Bible plus tradition fall into several categories. 


Infallible guidance in interpreting the Bible comes from the church. One of 
the criteria used to determine this is the "unanimous consent of the Fa- 
thers."15 In accordance with "The Profession of Faith of the Council of 
Trent," the faithful Catholic must be able to state: "I shall never accept nor 


unanimous consent of the The same council declared (1546) that no one 
should dare to interpret "Sacred Scripture ... contrary to the unanimous 
consent of the Fathers." Vatican I (1870) repeated this same decree that "no 


agreement of the Fathers."18 


Catholic scholars advance several arguments in favor of the Bible and 
tradition, as opposed to the Bible as the only final authority. One of their 
primary arguments is that even the Bible does not teach that the Bible is our 
final and only authority for faith and morals. 


Nowhere does the Bible teach sola Scriptura. A common Catholic claim is 
that nowhere in Scripture does it teach that the Bible alone is sufficient for 
faith and morals. Thus they conclude that even on Protestant grounds there 
is no reason to accept sola Scriptura. Indeed, they believe it is inconsistent or 
self-refuting, since the Bible does not teach that the Bible alone is the basis 
of faith and morals. 


The Bible teaches that traditions should be followed. In point of fact, argue 
Catholic theologians, the Bible teaches that the "traditions" as well as the 
written words of the apostles should be followed. Paul exhorted the 
Thessalonian Christians to "stand fast and hold the traditions which you 
were taught, whether by word or epistle" (2 Thess. 2:15; cf. 3:6). 


The Bible states a preference for oral tradition. One Catholic apologist even 


oral tradition: "I have much to write to you, but I do not wish to write with 
pen and ink. Instead, I hope to see you soon when we can talk face to face” 


of sola Scriptura assert, Scripture is superior to oral Tradition?" 19 


The Bible cannot be properly understood without tradition. Another 
argument offered by Catholic apologists is that it is insufficient to have an 
infallible Bible unless we have an infallible interpretation of it. No chain is 
stronger than its weakest link. And if we have only a fallible interpretation 
of the Bible what good does it do us to believe the Bible is infallible? Hence, 
God preserved apostolic traditions (teachings) as defined by the teaching 
magisterium of the Roman Catholic Church to serve as an infallible guide to 
understanding the Bible. 


without a book or by_a book without a teacher, but by_one teacher, the 
Church, with one book, Scripture."20 


Excluding tradition is self-contradictory. Kreeft insists that to exclude the 
need for tradition "is self-contradictory, for it says we should believe only 


teach sola Scriptura."21 


Excluding tradition violates the principle of causality. Kreeft also argues that 


greater than its cause," for "the successors of the apostles, the bishops of the 
Church, decided on the canon, the list of books to be declared scriptural and 
infallible... If the Scripture is infallible, then its cause, the Church, must also 


be infallible,"22 


Rejecting tradition leads to denominationalism. According to Kreeft, 
"denominationalism is an intolerable scandal by scriptural standards-see 
John 17:20-23 and I Corinthians 1:10-17." But "let five hundred people 
interpret the bible without Church authority and there will soon be five 
hundred denominations."23 So rejection of authoritative apostolic tradition 
leads to the unbiblical scandal of denominationalism. 


Christians did not have the New Testament, only the Church to teach 
them."24 This being the case, using the Bible alone without apostolic 
tradition was not possible. 


PROTESTANT ARGUMENTS FOR SOLA SCRIPTURA 


As convincing as these arguments may seem to be to a devout Catholic, they 
fail to refute the Protestant view of sola Scriptura. As we will see, they fail 
to provide any substantial basis for the Catholic dogma of an infallible 
teaching magisterium. 


RESPONSE TO THE CATHOLIC ARGUMENTS FOR TRADITION 


We will argue here that each of the Roman Catholic arguments attempting to 
invalidate the Protestant doctrine of sola Scriptura fails. The responses will 
be taken in the same order that the arguments were given. 


The Bible teaches sola Scriptura. Two points must be made here. First, as 
Catholic scholars themselves recognize, it is not necessary that the Bible 
explicitly and formally teach sola Scriptura in order for this doctrine to be 
true. Many Christian teachings are a necessary logical deduction of what is 
clearly taught in the Bible. For example, nowhere does the Bible formally 
and explicitly state the doctrine of the Trinity. The Bible does, however, 
clearly teach two truths from which the necessary logical deduction is the 
doctrine of the Trinity: (1) There is only one God, not many (Exod. 20:1-2; 
Deut. 6:4; Mark 12:29); (2) There are three distinct persons who are God: 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit (Matt. 3:16-17; 28:18-20; Acts 5:3- 


4; 2 Cor. 13:14). The only possible valid conclusion from this is (3) God is a 
trinity of three persons in one essence. This is not to say that philosophy and 
theology play no role in expressing and defending this truth. It is only to 
observe that the doctrine of the Trinity is validly based in Scripture alone. 
Likewise, it is possible that sola Scriptura could be a necessary logical 
deduction from what is taught in Scripture. 


Second, the Bible does teach implicitly and logically, if not formally and 
explicitly, that the Bible alone is the only infallible basis for faith and 
practice. This it does in a number of ways. Scripture states that it is 
"inspired" and "competent" for a believer to be "equipped for every good 
work" (2 Tim. 3:16-17). If the Bible alone is sufficient to do this, then 
nothing else is needed. Also, this text teaches that the Bible alone is inspired 
and capable of saving, edifying, and equipping believers. This is evident 
from several things stated in the text. First, only the Scriptures are "inspired" 
or Godbreathed. Second, while the reference here is only to the Old 
Testament (v. 15), other passages show that the New Testament Gospels (1 
Tim. 5:18; cf. Luke 10:7) and Epistles were considered "Scripture" too (2 
Pet. 3:15-16). Third, the use of the word "competent" or "thoroughly" (KJv, 
NKJV), in connection with the ability to save (v. 15) and sanctify (vv. 16- 
17), implies the sufficiency of Scripture for faith and practice. Fourth, the 
total absence of reference to any other instrument or source of authority than 
the written Word (Gk. graphe) reveals that the locus of this sufficient 
authority is in the written Word (= Scripture). Fifth, Paul repeatedly stresses 
the need to cling to the Scriptures (1:13; 2:15; 3:15-16; 4:2). Finally, given 
that this was his last book (4:6-8), if there was some other apostolic 
authority other than the written Word of God the apostle surely would have 
mentioned it. 


The fact that Scripture, without tradition, is said to be "God-breathed" 
(theopneustos) and thus by it believers are "competent, equipped for every 
Scriptura. This flies in the face of the Catholic claim that the Bible is 
formally insufficient25 without the aid of tradition. Paul declares that the 
Godbreathed writings are sufficient.26 And contrary to some Catholic 
apologists, limiting this to only the Old Testament is wrong, since the New 
Testament is also called "Scripture" (2 Pet. 3:15-16; 1 Tim. 5:18; cf. Luke 
10:7); thus, it is inconsistent to argue that God-breathed writings in the Old 


Testament were sufficient, but the inspired writings of the New Testament 
are not. 


Third, Jesus and the apostles constantly appealed to the Bible as the final 
court of appeal. This they often did by the introductory phrase "It is written," 
which is repeated some ninety times in the New Testament. Jesus used this 
phrase three times when appealing to Scripture as the final authority in his 
dispute with Satan (Matt. 4:4, 7, 10). Of course, Jesus (Matt. 5:22, 28, 31; 
28:18) and the apostles (1 Cor. 5:3; 7:12) sometimes referred to their own 
God-given authority, but it begs the question for Roman Catholics to claim 
that this supports their belief that the Roman church still has infallible 
authority today outside the Bible since even they admit that no new 
revelation is being given today. In other words, the only reason Jesus and the 
apostles could appeal to an authority outside the Bible was that God was still 
giving normative revelation for the faith and moral of believers. But, as we 
will see, apostolic revelation ceased when apostolic miracles ceased-in the 
first century (see chap. 11). Therefore, it is not legitimate to appeal to any 
oral revelation in New Testament times as evidence that non-biblical 
infallible authority exists today. 


What is more, Jesus made it clear that the Bible was in a class of its own, 
exalted above all tradition. He rebuked the Pharisees for negating the final 
authority of the Word of God with their religious traditions, saying, "why do 
you break the commandment of God for the sake of your tradition? ... You 
have nullified the word of God, for the sake of your tradition" (Matt. 15:3, 
6). It is important to note that Jesus did not limit his statement to mere 
human traditions but applied it specifically to the traditions of the religious 
authorities who used their tradition to misinterpret the Scriptures. Further, he 
is not negating the value of all tradition but simply not giving it authority 
equal to or greater than Scripture. Tradition (= teaching about Scripture) is 
not wrong as such, only tradition that "nullifies" Scripture. There is a direct 
parallel with the religious traditions of Judaism that grew up around (and 
obscured, even negated) the Scriptures and the Christian traditions which 
have grown up around (and obscured, even negated) the Scriptures since the 
first century. Indeed, since Catholic scholars make a comparison between 
the Old Testament religious authority (i.e., the high priesthood) and the 
Roman Catholic papacy, this seems to be a good analogy. 


(1 Cor. 4:6).27 This kind of exhortation is found throughout Scripture. 
Moses was told not to "add to what I command you nor subtract from it" 
(Deut. 4:2). Solomon reaffirmed this in Proverbs, saying, "Every word of 
God is tested.... Add nothing to his words, lest he reprove you, and you be 
exposed as a deceiver" (Prov. 30:S-6). Indeed, John closed what is widely 
held to be the last words of the Bible with the same exhortation: "I warn 
everyone who hears the prophetic words in this book: if anyone adds to 
them, God will add to him the plagues described in this book, and if anyone 
takes away from the words in this prophetic book, God will take away his 
share in the tree of life" (Rev. 22:18-19). As Jesus declared (Matt. 15:3-6), 
tradition sometimes adds to the words of Scripture teachings that make void 
what Scripture affirms. Sofa Scriptura could hardly be stated more 
emphatically. 


Of course, none of these are absolute prohibitions on all future revelations. 
God could speak anytime he chooses to do so. They do, however, apply to 
the point of difference between Protestants and Catholics, namely, whether 
there exists today any authoritative normative teachings outside those 
revealed to apostles and prophets and inscripturated in the Bible. And this is 
precisely what these texts affirm. Indeed, even the prophet himself was not 
to add to the revelation God gave him, for prophets were not infallible 
whenever they spoke but only when giving God's revelation. Now, since 
both Catholics and Protestants agree that there is no new revelation beyond 
the first century, and since even what the apostles said apart from these 
revelations could not make them void, it would follow that these texts 
support the Protestant principle of sola Scriptura. For if there is no 
normative revelation after the time of the apostles and even the prophets 
themselves were not to add their teachings to the revelations God gave them 
in the Scriptures, then it follows that the Scriptures are the only infallible 
source of divine revelation. 


Further, the Bible teaches sofa Scriptura by stressing that it is a revelation 
from God (Gal. 1:12; cf. 1 Cor. 2:11-13) as opposed to the words of men. A 
revelation from God is a divine unveiling or disclosure. Paul's contrast 
vividly illustrates the difference: "Now I want you to know, brothers, that 
the gospel preached by me is not of human origin. For I did not receive it 
from a human being, nor was I taught it, but it came through a revelation of 


Jesus Christ" (Gal. 1:11-12). It is important to note here that "human being" 
in cludes the other apostles, of whom Paul adds, "nor did I go up to 
Jerusalem to those who were apostles before me" (1:17). So even the 
preaching of an apostle is not on the same level as the "revelation" 
(disclosure) from God; neither are the words of an angel (Gal. 1:8). This is 
argument for sola Scriptura. True, the New Testament speaks about 
"receiving" revealed teaching of apostles or prophets in an oral manner (cf. 2 
Thess. 2:2), but these were revelations, not mere teachings about revelations. 


Protestants agree that normative revelation ended by the time of the 
completion of the New Testament. Indeed, Jesus told the apostles he would 


the resurrected Christ (cf. Acts 1:22; 1 Cor. 9:1; 15:4-8).28 But, as we will 
see shortly, the only infallible record we have of apostolic teaching is in the 
New Testament. Therefore, it follows that Jesus predicted that the Bible 
alone would be the summation of "all truth" that he desired for his followers. 
This being the case, then, since canonical revelation ceased at the end of the 
first century, sofa Scriptura means that the Bible-nothing more, nothing less, 
and nothing else"-has infallible authority. 


Roman Catholics admit that the New Testament is the only infallible record 
appreciate, however, the significance of this fact for the Protestant argument 
for sola Scriptura. Even many early Fathers testified to the fact that all 

apostolic teaching was put in the New Testament. While acknowledging the 


is no evidence for beliefs or practices current in the period which were not 
vouched for in the books later known as the New Testament."29 Indeed, 
church history shows that many early Fathers, including Athanasius, Cyril of 
Jerusalem, Chrysostom, and Augustine, believed that the New Testament 
was the only infallible basis for all Christian doctrine (see "Conclusion" 
below). Further, if the New Testament is the only infallible record of 
apostolic teaching, then every other record from the first century is not 
infallible (i.e., is fallible). The fact that the teaching magisterium has 
pronounced some extra-biblical tradition (such as the bodily assumption of 
Mary) as infallibly true is immaterial because it does not have an infallible 


record from the first century on which to base such a decision. And if the 
New Testament is the only infallible record we have for apostolic teaching, 
then it follows that the Bible alone teaches that the Bible alone is the 
infallible Word of God. 


All apostolic "traditions" are in the Bible. It is true that the New Testament 
speaks of following the "traditions" (= teachings) of the apostles, whether 
oral or written. This is because the apostles were living authorities set up by 
Christ (Matt. 18:18; Acts 2:42; Eph. 2:20). However, when they died there 
was no longer a living apostolic authority since, as already noted, only those 
who were eyewitnesses of the resurrected Christ could have apostolic 
authority (Acts 1:22; 1 Cor. 9:1). There is no more evidence for derived or 
indirect apostolic authority (i.e., apostolic succession) than there is that the 
"signs of an apostle" were possessed by non-apostles. That is, even 
nonapostles in the New Testament could not give the gifts of an apostle (1 
Tim. 1:6) or pass on the special gifts of healing all kinds of sickness and 
even raising the dead (Matt. 10:8). For to have apostolic authority one must 
be able to perform apostolic signs (2 Cor. 12:12; Heb. 2:3-4). But since these 
special apostolic signs have ceased, there is no longer apostolic authority, 
except in the inspired writings of the apostles. And since the New Testament 
is the only inspired (infallible) record of what the apostles taught, it follows 
that, since the death of the apostles, the only apostolic authority we have 
today is the inspired record of their teaching in the New Testament. That is, 
all apostolic tradition (teaching) on faith and practice is in the New 
Testament. This does not necessarily mean that everything the apostles ever 
taught is in the New Testament, any more than everything Jesus said is there 
(cf. John 20:30; 21:25). Jesus did promise that "all the truth" he had taught 
them would be brought to their remembrance (John 14:26; 16:13), but he no 
doubt said the same truth in different ways at different times. Further, the 
understood context of Jesus' statement probably means all truth necessary 
for faith and morals (cf. 2 Tim. 3:15-17). So all apostolic teaching which 
God deemed necessary for the faith and practice (morals) of the church was 
preserved. It is only reasonable to infer that God would preserve what he 
inspired. 


The fact that the apostles sometimes referred to "traditions" they gave orally 
as authoritative in no way diminishes the Protestant argument for sola 
Scriptura. First, it is not necessary to claim that all these oral teachings were 


inspired or infallible, only that they were authoritative. The believers were 
asked to "maintain" them (1 Cor. 11:2) and "stand fast in them" (2 Thess. 
2:15). But oral teachings about Christ (not the words of Christ) and the 
apostles’ affirmations were not called inspired or unbreakable or the 
equivalent unless they were inscripturated in the Bible (2 Tim. 3:16). The 
apostles were living authorities, but not everything they said was infallible. 
Catholics understand the difference between authoritative and infallible, 
since they make the same distinction with regard to non-infallible and 
(infallible (ex cathedra)] statements made by the pope. 


Second, the traditions (teachings) of the apostles that were revelations were 
written down and are inspired and infallible. They comprise the New 
Testament. What the Catholic must prove (and cannot) is that the God who 
deemed it so important for the faith and morals of the faithful to inspire the 
inscripturation of twenty-seven books of apostolic teaching would have left 
out some important revelation in this book. So, however authoritative the 
apostles were by their office, only their inscripturated words are inspired and 
infallible (2 Tim. 3:16-17; cf. John 10:35). There is no evidence that all the 
revelation God gave them to express was not inscripturated in the 
twentyseven books of the New Testament. 


Further, the Bible makes it clear that God from the very beginning desired 
that his normative revelations be written down and preserved for succeeding 
generations. "Moses then wrote down all the words of the Lord" (Exod. 
24:4). Indeed, Moses wrote in Deuteronomy, "these are the words of the 
covenant which the Lord ordered Moses to make with the Israelites" (Deut. 
28:69), and Moses' book was preserved in the ark of the covenant (Deut. 
31:26). "So Joshua made a covenant with the people that day and made 
statutes and ordinances for them ... which he recorded in the book of the law 
of God" (Josh. 24:25-26) along with Moses' (cf. Josh. 1:7). Likewise, 
"Samuel next explained to the people the law of royalty and wrote it ina 
book, which he placed in the presence of the Lord" (1 Sam. 10:25). Isaiah 
was commanded by the Lord to "take a large cylinder-seal, and inscribe on it 
in ordinary letters" (Isa. 8:1) and to "inscribe it in a record; That it may be in 
future days an eternal witness" (30:8). Daniel had a collection of "the books" 
of Moses and the prophets right down to his contemporary, Jeremiah (Dan. 
9:2). Jesus and the New Testament writers used the phrase "Scripture has it" 
(cf. Matt. 4:4, 7, 10) over ninety times, stressing the importance of the 


written Word of God. When Jesus rebuked the Jewish leaders is was not 
because they did not follow the traditions but because they did not 
"understand the Scriptures" (Matt. 22:29). The apostles were told by Jesus 
that the Holy Spirit would "guide ... [them) to all truth" (John 16:13). But 
Jesus said in the very next chapter "Your word is truth" (John 17:17) and the 
apostles claimed their writings to the churches were "Scripture ... inspired of 
God" (2 Tim. 3:16; cf. 2 Pet. 3:15-16). Clearly God intended from the very 
beginning that his revelation be preserved in Scripture, not in extra-biblical 
tradition. To claim that all God's revelation was not written down is to claim 
that the prophets were not obedient to their commission not to subtract a 
word from what God revealed to them. 


The Bible does not state a preference for oral tradition. The Catholic use of 3 
John to prove the superiority of oral tradition is a classic example of taking a 
text out of context. John is not comparing oral and written tradition about 
the past but a written (as opposed to a personal) communication in the 
present. Notice carefully what John says: "I have much to write to you, but I 
do not wish to write with pen and ink. Instead, I hope to see you soon when 
we can talk face to face" (3 John 13). Who would not prefer a face-to-face 
talk with a living apostle over a letter from him? But that is not what oral 
tradition gives. Rather, it provides a mere oral tradition (which is known to 
be unreliable [see below]) as opposed to an infallible written one. Sola 
Scriptura contends that the latter is preferable. 


The Bible has perspicuity_apart from traditions. The Bible is clear without 


the aid of traditions to help us understand it. This is known as the Protestant 


of the apostles not recorded in the Bible are necessary to interpret what is 


recorded under inspiration is to argue in effect that the uninspired is more 
clear than the inspired.31 It is utterly presumptuous to assert that what 
fallible human beings write is clearer than what the infallible Word of God 
declares! Further, it insists that words of the apostles that were not written 
down are more clear than the ones they did write! We all know from 
experience that this is not so. 


One final comment is in order. Catholic apologists sometimes make the 
assertion that "Protestants must prove ... that Scripture is so clear that no 
outside information or authority is needed in order to interpret it."32 They 
insist this is so since Catholics can, and many do (e.g., John Henry Newman 
and Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger), claim that the content of revelation is in the 
Scriptures alone (i.e., material sufficiency). But Protestants affirm (and 
Catholics deny) the formal sufficiency of Scripture, namely, that one needs 
nothing else to interpret Scripture. However, this argument is misleading for 
several reasons. 


First, even the translation of Scripture involves interpretation, and 
Protestants do not deny the need for good linguistic scholarship to make 
good translations of Scripture. Indeed, Catholic Bible translators use this 
kind of "outside information" to translate their Bibles without depending on 
the authority of the church to do so, at least with regard to all the truths 
essential to our salvation. 


Second, Protestants do not hold, as Catholic scholars sometimes assert, that 
the Bible is formally sufficient without any outside help on everything 
taught. Perspicuity only covers the main (essential) truths of salvation, not 
everything. 

Third, when orthodox Protestants utilize outside "information" to properly 


used as a material cause, not a formal cause, of the interpretation.33 The 
form of meaning must come from the text itself, as placed there by the 
author, not from outside the text. One may get material on the meaning of 
words, archaeology, culture, and so on from outside the text, but this is only 
data to help understand the text; the determination of its meaning must come 


from the text itself. In a piece of literature, any interpretive framework 
(formal cause) taken from outside the text and alien to the meaning of the 
text that is used to interpret the text is illegitimate and will invariably lead to 
error. This, of course, is not necessarily true in oral communication, where 
gestures and tones can give context for meaning. One may use whatever 
information is available from linguistics, history, and culture, but the 
structure of meaning must be found in the text itself. 


Of course, all of this is not to say that Protestant interpreters cannot utilize 
traditional commentaries, confessions, and creeds as aids in understanding 
the text. They can use scholarly sources in their interpretation, but in order 
to remain true to the principle of sola Scriptura they must not use them in a 
magisterial way. Otherwise, they are just replacing the Roman Catholic 
teaching magisterium with a magisterium of Protestant scholarship, an 
unfortunate error into which more than one Protestant scholar has fallen. 


The restriction on the use of outside "authorities" flows from the principle of 
sola Scriptura itself. First, no outside authorities, however trustworthy, 
should be afforded infallible status. Further, their teaching should never be 
used if they contradict the clear teaching of Scripture. Finally, scholars 
should use them as the occasional cause, not the formal cause, of the real 
meaning of a text. These authorities may be used only to help us discover 
the meaning of the text of Scripture, not determine its meaning. The 

author (God), who used its secondary author (prophets and apostles) to write 
it. The formal cause of the meaning of Scripture is in the text itself, as 


the text, rather than that which is expressed in the text, is inconsistent with 
the principle of sofa Scriptura. It is not difficult to understand Scripture 
without a teaching magisterium, at least not with regard to the essential 
salvific (salvation) teachings of Scripture. Normal people do it all the time in 
normal discourse. The difference between legitimate and illegitimate use of 
extra-biblical sources can be outlined as follows. 


Tradition and Scripture are not inseparable.;S First of all, even Kreeft's 
illustration of the horse (Scripture) and the rider (tradition) suggests that 
Scripture and tradition are separable. Further, even if it is granted that 
tradition is necessary, the Catholic inference that it has to be infallible 


tradition, indeed, the infallible tradition of the church of Rome is unfounded 
(see chap. 11). Protestants who believe in sola Scriptura accept tradition; 
they simply do not believe it is infallible. Finally, Kreeft's argument wrongly 
assumes that the Bible was produced by the Roman Catholic Church. The 
next point shows that this is not the case. 


the canon,36 that the church determined the canon. This is not the case. God 
determined the canon by inspiring these books and no others. The church 


their author, and have been delivered as such to the Church If this is the 
case, then Kreeft's argument that the cause must be equal to its effect (or 
greater) fails. For even Catholic dogma admits that the church only received 
and recognized the canon but did not actually cause or produce it. 


As F. F. Bruce correctly noted, "One thing must be emphatically stated. The 
New Testament books did not become authoritative for the Church be cause 
included them in her canon because she already regarded them as divinely 
inspired."38 Thus, the correct view of the canon is that the church is only a 
witness, not a judge of the canon, that is, all books which the apostles and 
prophets wrote (see chap. 9). 


Rejection of tradition does not necessitate scandal. Kreeft's argument that 
the rejection of the Roman Catholic view on infallible tradition leads to 
denominationalism does not follow for many reasons. First, this implies that 
all denominationalism is scandalous, which is not necessarily so. As long as 
the denomination does not deny the essential doctrines of the Christian 
church and true spiritual unity with other believers in contrast to mere 
external organizational uniformity, it is not scandalous. It also implies that 
unbelievers are not able to see spiritual unity. Jesus declared: "This is how 


all [people] will know that you are my disciples, if you have love for one 
another" (John 13:35), not if we belong to the same ecclesiastical 
organization. 


Second, as orthodox Catholics know well, the scandal of liberalism is as 
great inside the Catholic church as it is outside of it. One author had a 
Catholic teacher at a Catholic university who claimed to be an atheist. When 
Catholic apologists claim there is significantly more doctrinal agreement 
among Catholics than Protestants they must mean between orthodox 
Catholics and all Protestants (orthodox and unorthodox), which clearly is not 
a fair comparison. Only when one chooses to compare things like the mode 
and candidate for baptism, church government, and other doctrines are there 
greater differences among orthodox Protestants. When, however, we 
compare the differences with orthodox Catholics and orthodox Protestants or 
all Catholics and all Protestants on the classical creedal doctrines, 
Catholicism enjoys no significant edge. This fact negates the value of an 
infallible teaching magisterium for the Roman Catholic Church. In point of 
fact, Protestants seem to do about as well as Catholics on unanimity of 
essential doctrines with only an infallible Bible and no infallible interpreters 
of it! In fact, Protestants do much better at not deviating from biblical truth, 
as is evident in the Catholic belief in the Apocrypha, infallibility of the 
church, meritorious works for salvation, the exaltation and veneration of 
Mary, purgatory, and other extrabiblical doctrines (see chaps. 9-16). 


Third, orthodox Protestant "denominations," though there be many, do not 
differ much more significantly than do the various "orders" (such as 
Dominicans, Franciscans, and Jesuits) and factions of the Roman Catholic 
Church. Orthodox Protestants differ largely over secondary issues, not 
primary (fundamental) doctrines, so this Catholic argument against 
Protestantism is rather self-condemning. 


Fourth, as J. 1. Packer noted, "the real deep divisions have been caused not 


have split from each other the cause has been sin rather than Protestant 
biblicism."39 This is certainly often the case. A bad hermeneutic is more 
crucial to deviation from orthodoxy than is the rejection of infallible 
tradition from the Roman Catholic Church. 


Rejecting tradition is not unhistorical. Kreeft's argument that the first 
generation of Christians did not have the New Testament but only the church 
to teach them forgets several basic facts. First, the early first-century 
Christians did have a Bible; it was the Old Testament, as the New Testament 
itself declares (cf. Rom. 15:4; 1 Cor. 10:6; 2 Tim. 3:15-17). Second, as for 
the further revelation through the apostles, early first-century believers did 
not need it in written form for one very simple reason-they still had the 
apostles to teach them! As soon as the apostles died, however, it became 
imperative that the written record of their infallible teaching be available. 
And it was-in the apostolic writings known as the New Testament. Third, 
Kreeft's argument assumes wrongly that there was apostolic succession (see 
below). The only infallible authority that succeeded the apostles was their 
infallible apostolic writings, that is, the New Testament. 


PROTESTANT ARGUMENTS AGAINST INFALLIBLE TRADITION 


There are many reasons why Protestants reject the Roman Catholic claim 
that they possess an infallible teaching magisterium that can unerringly 
interpret Scripture. The following are some of the more significant ones. 


Oral traditions are unreliable. In point of fact, oral traditions are notoriously 
unreliable.40 They are the stuff of which legends and myths are made. What 
is written is more easily preserved in its original form. Dutch theologian 
Abraham Kuyper notes four advantages of a written revelation: (1) it has 
durability whereby errors of memory or accidental corruptions, deliberate or 
not, are minimized; (2) it can be universally disseminated through 
translation and reproduction; (3) it has the attribute of fixedness and purity; 
(4) it is given a finality and normativeness that other forms of 
communication cannot attain.41 By contrast, what is not written is more 
easily polluted, as the New Testament illustrates. John 21:22-23 records how 
an unwritten "apostolic tradition" (i.e., one coming from the apostles) was 
based on a misunderstanding of what Jesus said. The disciples wrongly 
assumed that Jesus said that John would not die. John, however, debunked 
this false tradition in his authoritative written record. 


If traditions are so reliable it is strange that Jesus spent so much time 
debunking the false traditions of the Jews that had grown up around the Old 


Testament Scriptures. On one occasion Jesus said, "You do err, not knowing 
the Scriptures..." (Matt. 22:29). In his sermon on the Mount Jesus rebuked 


contrast to what was "written" (cf. Matt. 4:4, 7, 10).42 On another occasion 
Jesus declared, "why do you break the commandment of God for the sake of 
your traditions? ... You have nullified the word of God for the sake of your 
traditions" (Matt. 15:3). These words apply with equal force to many of the 
teachings of the church of Rome, such as the infallibility of the pope, the 
need for meritorious works, the addition of the Apocrypha, and the 


veneration of Mary. 


Common sense and historical experience inform us that the generation alive 
when an alleged revelation was given is in a much better position to know if 
it is a true revelation than are succeeding generations-especially those 
hundreds of years later. They can apply the tests for propheticity (Deut. 13, 
18) or apostolicity (Matt. 10:1; 2 Cor. 12:12; Heb. 2:3-4) which no 
succeeding generation can do directly. But many traditions proclaimed to be 
divine revelation by the Roman Catholic magisterium were done centuries, 
even a millennium or so, after they were allegedly given by God; in the case 
of some of these, there is no incontrovertible evidence that the tradition was 
believed by any significant number of orthodox Christians until centuries 
after they occurred. Those removed in time are greatly handicapped as 
compared to contemporaries, such as those who wrote the New Testament, 
to know what was truly a revelation from God. To affirm otherwise is like 
arguing that historians of a trial generations earlier are in a better position 
than the eyewitnesses who saw who committed the crime. 


Protestant conviction is built on the kind of view Luther expressed at the 
Council of Worms (A.D. 1521): "Unless I am convinced by the testimonies 
of Scripture or evident reason-for I believe neither the Pope nor Councils 
alone, since it is established that they have often erred and contradicted 
themselves-I am the prisoner of the Scriptures." Here we stand; we can do 
no other. The Catholic response that Luther was 1500 years after the New 
Testament and sometimes erred himself misses the point. Of course, 
interpreters often err. This is why we should trust only the Scriptures, which 
do not err, as our final authority. 


Catholic scholars, that there are contradictory Christian In fact, Abelard 
noted hundreds of differences. For example, some church fathers (like 


church fathers opposed sola Scriptura,44 but others favored it.45 This very 
fact makes it impossible to trust tradition, certainly in any ultimately 
authoritative sense, for the question always arises: Which of the 
contradictory traditions should be accepted? To say, "The one pronounced 
authoritative by the church" begs the question, since tradition is a necessary 
link in the argument for the very doctrine of the infallible authority of the 


church. 


The fact is that there are so many contradictory traditions that tradition, as 
such, is rendered unreliable as an authoritative source of dogma. Nor does it 
suffice to argue that while particular scholars cannot be trusted, nonetheless, 
their "unanimous consent" can be. For, as we have shown elsewhere (in 
chaps. 9 and 15), there is no unanimous consent among the church fathers on 
Catholic Church. Indeed, in some case there is not even a majority consent! 
Thus, to appeal to the teaching magisterium of the Catholic church to settle 
the issue begs the question.46 


One Catholic response is to claim that the early church fathers were closer to 
the apostles. Hence, when they agreed generally (or unanimously?), that 
should be considered to be apostolic truth. But there are several serious 
problems with this reasoning. First, it does not help the Roman Catholic 
position, since they have sometimes proclaimed as infallibly true a less than 
unanimous position (e.g., the bodily assumption of Mary). Further, as is well 
known, truth is not determined by majority (or even unanimous) vote. What 
is more, when we add to this the knowledge that many heresies existed even 
in apostolic times (see Col. 2; 1 Tim. 4; 2 Tim. 2; 1 John 4), then simply 
because a tradition is earlier does not make it true. Heresy was very early, 
even in apostolic times. 


husband's voice in a crowd, even so the church recognizes the voice of her 


Husband in deciding which traditions are authentic. The analogy, however, 


post-apostolic way to decide which teachings were from God. During the 
period of divine revelation ending with the apostles the God-ordained way to 


Heb. 2:3-4). Admittedly these apostolic sign-gifts do not exist 


Also, the Catholic attempt to provide non-miraculous objective evidence to 
support its view fails. Protestants use historical evidence (miracles) to 
support the New Testament and thereby the deity of Christ, and then use 
Christ to verify the divine authority of the New Testament. The historical 
evidence that supports the reliability of the New Testament is not the same 
as the religious tradition used by Roman Catholics. The former is objective 
and verifiable; the latter is not. There is, for example, no good evidence 
supporting first-century eyewitnesses (who were confirmed by miracles) that 
affirms the traditions pronounced infallible by the Roman Catholic Church. 
Indeed, many of them are based on traditions that only emerge several 
centuries later and which are disputed by both other traditions and the Bible 
(e.g., the bodily assumption of Mary). 


Finally, the whole argument seems to be reduced to a subjective mystical 
experience which is given plausibility only because the analogy is false. 
Neither the Catholic church as such, nor any of its leaders, has experienced 
down through the centuries anything like a continual hearing of God's 
audible voice, so that it can recognize it again whenever he speaks. Thus it 
would appear that the alleged recognition of her Husband's voice is nothing 
more than mystical faith in the teaching magisterium of the Roman Catholic 
Church. 


The Catholic use of tradition is not consistent. Not only are there 
contradictory traditions, but the Roman Catholic Church is arbitrary and 
inconsis tent in its choice of which traditions to pronounce infallible. This is 
evident in a number of areas. First, as discussed earlier in this chapter, the 
Council of Trent chose to follow the tradition that has less support in 
pronouncing the apocryphal books inspired. The earliest and best authorities, 
including the translator of the Roman Catholic Latin Vulgate Bible, Jerome, 
opposed the Apocrypha (see chap. 9). 


early church fathers, Rome chose to pronounce this an infallible truth of the 
Catholic faith. In short, Roman Catholic dogmas are not the product of 


infallible. The so-called unanimous consent of the Fathers to which Trent 
commanded allegiance is a fiction; no such consent actually exists since the 
nothing of unanimous consent, can be found among the early fathers on 
some traditions that were later pronounced infallibly true. 


has the Roman Catholic Church given a complete and exhaustive list of the 
contents of oral tradition. It has not dared to do so because this oral tradition 
is such a nebulous entity.""49 That is to say, even if all extra-biblical 
revelation definitely exists somewhere in some tradition (as Catholics 
claim), which ones these are has nowhere been declared.50 


Finally, if the method by which Catholics chose which tradition to canonize 
were followed in the practice of textual criticism, one could never arrive at a 
sound reconstruction of the original manuscripts, for it involves weighing 
the evidence as to what the original actually said, not reading back into it 
what subsequent generations would like it to have said. Indeed, even most 
contemporary Catholic biblical scholars do not follow such an arbitrary 
procedure when determining the original text of Scripture to be translated 
(as in the New American Bible). 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


The question of authority is crucial to the difference between Catholics and 
Protestants. One of these is whether the Bible alone has infallible authority. 
We have examined carefully the Catholic arguments in favor of an infallible 
tradition and found them all wanting, Further, we have advanced many 


reasons for rejecting any claim to an infallible tradition in favor of the Bible 
alone as the sufficient authority for all matters of faith and morals. These are 
supported by Scripture and sound reason. Indeed, the words of early church 
fathers and some of the greatest Catholic theologians seem to support the 
Protestant view that the Bible alone has infallible authority.51 As J. N. D. 
Kelly noted: 


laid it down that "with regard to the divine and saving mysteries of faith no 
doctrine, however trivial, may be taught without the backing of the divine 


the oracles of God;_everything was straightforward and clear in the Bible, 
and the sum of necessary knowledge could be extracted from it.52 


What is more, Augustine declared that "it is to the canonical Scriptures 
alone that lam bound to yield such implicit subjection as to follow their 

or any statement intended to mislead could find a place."53 This is not an 
isolated statement, taken out of context, where Augustine gives supreme 
authority to Scripture alone. In The City of God Augustine declared that "He 
[God] also inspired the Scripture, which is regarded as canonical and of 
supreme authority and to which we give credence concerning all the truths 
we ought to know and yet, of ourselves, are unable to learn" (11.3). In his 
Reply to Faustus the Manichean Augustine insisted that "Scripture has a 
sacredness peculiar to itself.... But in consequence of the sacred writing, we 
are bound to receive as true whatever the canon shows to have been said by 


authoritative canonical books of the Old and New Testaments," for "the 
authority of these books has come down to us from the apostles ... and, from 


pious mind." Hence, "in the innumerable books that have been written 


most Protestants. It is only to note that he did not place tradition on the same 
level of authority_as the Bible. As one scholar notes, "Tradition has only_a 


pronouncement about an already existing state of affairs."56 Even 
Augustine's famous statement that he "should not believe the gospel except 
as moved by the authority of the Catholic Church"57 should be understood 
historically, not magisterially, for several reasons. First, the overall context 
is a rational defense of historic Christianity against the attack of 
Manichaeism, not a defense of the authority of the church (as against the 
Donatists). Second, the immediate context speaks of having "no clear proof" 
or "incontrovertible testimony to the apostleship of Manichaeus," such as he 
had for the apostles of Christ who wrote the Gospels. Third, he speaks of 
that which was "inaugurated by miracles," which can only refer to the 
teachings of the apostles as recorded in the New Testament, since he refers 
to it being "inaugurated" and believed that these miracles ceased with the 
apostles. In brief, Augustine argues that, were it not for the historic apostolic 
truths preserved by the Catholic church, which contain the revelation given 
to the apostles and confirmed by miracles, he would not have known the 
gospel. In this sense the church which has preserved apostolic testimony for 
us in the New Testament which Augustine considered infallible, has thereby 
unerringly mediated the gospel to us. So, the "authority" of the church is 
meant historically, not magisterially. Thus, this kind of authority is not 
infallible but only reliable. 


For Augustine, the Bible alone is an infallible and inerrant authority. Of 
course, like Protestants who followed him, Augustine did not exclude 
"arguments addressed to ... reason," for he accepted the truths of reason or 
general revelation. However, there is no infallible or written revelation of 
these. In this connection it is important to repeat that Catholics often 
misunderstand the Protestant principle of sola Scriptura to exclude any truth 
outside the Bible. This, of course, is untrue, as is revealed by both 


Augustine's quote here and Luther's famous quote earlier about being 
"convinced by the testimonies of Scripture or evident reason." What 
Protestants mean by sola Scriptura is that the Bible alone is the infallible 
written authority for faith and morals. Natural revelation as such is not 
infallible, written, nor does it cover all matters of faith and morals (it only 
overlaps with many). 


Following Augustine, Aquinas declared that "we believe the successors of 


canonical Scripture."59 From these statements and from his use of the 
Fathers only to help understand the Scriptures and not to supplement them, it 
is clear that Aquinas believed in the material, if not formal, sufficiency of 
Scripturesomething many conservative Catholics believe is contrary to the 
Council of Trent. If so, the greatest theologian of the Catholic church stands 
against what was later proclaimed to be an infallible dogma of that church. 


INFALLIBILITY 

According to Roman Catholic dogma the teaching magisterium is infallible 
when officially defining faith and morals for believers. One manifestation of 
this doctrine is popularly known as the "infallibility of the Pope," which was 


pronounced a dogma in A.D. 1870 at Vatican I. This is a major bone of 
contention between Catholics and Protestants and thus merits attention here. 


THE DOCTRINE OF INFALLIBILITY EXPLAINED 


Roman Catholic authorities define infallibility as "immunity from error, i.e., 
protection against either passive or active deception. Persons or agencies are 
infallible to the extent that they can neither deceive nor be deceived."1 


THE STATEMENT OF THE DOCTRINE OF INFALLIBILITY 
Vatican I pronounced that all the faithful of Christ must believe 


that the Apostolic See and the Roman Pontiff hold primacy over the whole 
world, and that the Pontiff of Rome himself is the successor of the blessed 
Peter, the chief of the apostles, and is the true vicar of Christ and head of the 
whole Church and faith, and teacher of all Christians; and that to him was 


of the ecumenical Councils and in the sacred canons.2 


Furthermore, the Council went on to speak of "the Infallible “Magisterium' 
of the Roman Pontiff," declaring that: 


blessed Peter, operates with that infallibility with which the divine 
Redeemer wished that His church be instructed in defining doctrine on faith 
and morals; and so such definitions of the Roman Pontiff from himself, but 
not from the consensus of the Church, are unalterable.3 


This declaration is followed by the traditional condemnation of any_who 
definition of Ours, which may God forbid: let him be anathema" [i.e., 
excommuni- cated ].4 


QUALIFICATIONS ON THE DOCTRINE OF INFALLIBILITY 


Roman Catholic scholars have expounded significant qualifications on the 
doctrine of papal infallibility. First, they acknowledge that the pope is not 
infallible in everything he teaches but only when he speaks ex cathedra, as 
the official interpreter of faith and morals. Avery Dulles, an authority on 
Catholic dogma, states that, for a pronouncement to be ex cathedra, it must: 


1. fulfill his office as supreme pastor and teacher of all Christians; 


2. accord with his supreme apostolic authority, i.e., as a successor of Peter; 


3. determine a doctrine of faith and morals, i.e., a doctrine expressing divine 
revelation; 


4. impose a doctrine to be held definitively by_all.5 


Dulles notes that "Vatican I firmly rejected one condition ... as necessary for 
infallibility, namely, the consent of the whole church."6 


Second, the pope is not infallible when pronouncing on matters that do not 
pertain to "faith and morals." On these matters he may be as fallible as the 
next person. 


God.... All other infallibility is derivative and limited in 


Fourth, infallibility entails irrevocability. A pope cannot, for example, 
declare void previous infallible pronouncements of the church. 


Catholic theologians believe that the pope is not infallible independently of 
the bishops but only as he speaks in one voice with and for them in 


as a group, to ecumenical councils, and to popes."8 Conservatives argue that 
Vatican I condemned this view.9 


ARGUMENTS FOR PAPAL INFALLIBILITY 


In his widely used work, Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, Ludwig Ott 
offers the two standard arguments for the infallibility of the bishop of Rome: 
the proof from Scripture and the proof from tradition. 


Argument from Scripture. Ott argues that "Christ made Peter the foundation 
of His Church, that is, the guarantor of her unity and unshakable strength, 


task of teaching Christian truth and of protecting it from error is part of the 
function of the supreme pastor. But he could not fulfill this task if, in the 


should confirm his brethren in their faith, which clearly indicates Peter's 
position as head of the Apostles."12 


John 11:49-52 also is used to defend the infallibility of the pope. Caiaphas 
the high priest, in his official capacity as high priest, unwittingly prophesied 
about Christ dying for the nation of Israel so that they would not perish. 
They argue that, just as in the Old Testament the high priest had an official 
revelatory function connected with his office, the same would be ex pected 
in the New Testament. This, they say, is manifest in the bishop of Rome. 


Argument for Infallibility from Tradition. Catholics also base their belief in 


teaching authority of the Roman Church and its Pontiff." Irenaeus said, 
"with this Church on account of its special eminence, every_other Church 


argues that "the teaching Primacy of the Pope from the earliest times was 
expressed in practice in the condemnation of heretical opinions." He then 
supports his view by citing the great medieval theologian, Thomas Aquinas, 
who argued that it was the official power of the papal office "finally to 


all."15 Of course, Ott and all Catholic theologians admit that papal 
infallibility was not officially proclaimed as dogma by the Roman church 
until A.D. 1870. And, as we shall see, even then it was done under 
questionable circumstances and with significant opposition. 


A RESPONSE TO THE ARGUMENTS FOR INFALLIBILITY 


Not only Protestants but the rest of Christendom, Anglicans and Eastern 


the church, and perhaps even the work of the Antichrist. Pope Gregory I 
(A.0. 590-604) indignantly reproached Patriarch John the Faster of 


Constantinople for calling himself the universal bishop; Gregory did so to 


wanted the title for himself." 


Protestants accept the infallibility of Scripture but deny that any human 
being or institution is the infallible interpreter of Scripture. The classic 
refutation of papal infallibility was written by George Salmon, The 
Infallibility of the Church (1914). It has never really been answered by the 
Catholic church. 


The doctrine of papal infallibility has opponents even within the modern 
Roman Catholic Church. Hans Kung wrote a pointed critique of it in his 
work, Infallible? An Inquiry,18 for which he was censured and forbidden to 
teach under the auspices of the Roman Catholic Church. First, let us point 
out the flaws in the arguments given in favor of papal infallibility. 


A RESPONSE TO THE BIBLICAL ARGUMENTS FOR 
INFALLIBILITY 


There are several texts used by Catholics to defend the infallibility of the 
pope. In response, Protestants note several things. 


Matthew 16:18f Roman Catholics use Jesus' statement to Peter in Matthew 
16:18 that "upon this rock I will build my church" to support papal 
infallibility. When properly understood, however, this verse falls far short of 
support for papal infallibility. 


First, many Protestants insist that Christ was not referring to Peter being the 
foundation of the church when he spoke of "this rock." (1) Whenever Peter 
is referred to in this passage it is in the second person ("you"), but "this 


commentator gives Peter primacy _in evil simply because he was singled out 
in Jesus' rebuke a few verses later: "Get behind me, Satan! You are an 
obstacle to me. You are thinking not as God does, but as human beings do" 


Jesus’ affirmation? Jesus replied to Peter because only Peter spoke, even 


though he represented the group. (5)_Great authorities, some Catholic, agree 
with this interpretation, including John Chrysostom and Augustine. 


confessed. I will build my Church. For the Rock (petra) is Christ; and on this 
foundation was Peter himself built."19 


Second, even if Peter is the rock referred to by Christ, as some Protestant 
scholars believe, he was not the only rock in the foundation of the church, as 
many early church fathers point out. Whatever this may mean, Jesus gave all 
the apostles the same power ("keys") to "bind" and "loose" that he gave to 
Peter (cf. Matt. 18:18). Some argue that these were common rabbinic 
phrases used of "forbidding" and "allowing." These "keys" were not some 
mysterious power given to Peter alone but the power granted by Christ to his 


when faith reconciles some to God, while their own unbelief constrains 
others the more."20 Others believe Jesus was speaking of non-salvific 
binding of a brother in probable sin (cf. Matt. 18:18). Whatever the case, all 
the apostles, not just Peter, possessed this power. 


Further, Scripture affirms that the church is "built on the foundation of the 
apostles and prophets, with Christ Jesus himself as the capstone" (Eph. 


2:20). Two things are clear from this: all the apostles-not just Peter-are the 
foundation of the church, and the only one who was given a place of 
uniqueness or prominence was Christ, the capstone. Indeed, Peter himself 
referred to Christ as "the cornerstone" of the church (1 Pet. 2:7) and the rest 
of believers as "living stones" (v. 4) in the superstructure of the church. Peter 
gives no indication that he was given a special place of prominence in the 
foundation of the church above the rest of the apostles and below Christ. He 
is just one "stone" along with the other eleven apostles (Eph. 2:20). 


Third, Peter's role in the New Testament falls far short of the Catholic claim 
that he was given unique authority among the apostles.21 (1) While Peter 
did preach the initial sermon on Pentecost, his role in the rest of Acts is 
scarcely that of the chief apostle but at best one of the "most eminent 


reading Galatians carefully can come away with the impression that any 
apostle, including Peter, was inferior to the apostle Paul. For Paul claimed to 
get his revelation independently of the other apostles (Gal. 1:12; 2:2), to be 
on the same level as Peter (Gal. 2:8) and even used his revelation to rebuke 
Peter (Gal. 2:11-14)! (4) Likewise, the fact that both Peter and John were 
sent by the apostles on a mission to Samaria reveals that Peter was not the 
superior apostle (Acts 8:4-13), otherwise he would have been doing the 
sending. (5) Indeed, if Peter was the God-ordained superior apostle it is 
strange that Acts gives more attention to Paul's ministry than to Peter's. Peter 
is the focus only in chapters 1-12, but Paul is the dominant figure in 13- 
28.23 (6) Furthermore, though Peter addressed the first council (Acts 15), he 
exercised no primacy over the others. The decision came from "the apostles 


he was the one who gave the final words (cf. vv. (7) By Peter's own 
admission he was not the pastor of the church but only a "fellow presbyter 
[elder]" (1 Pet. 5:1-2, emphasis added). And while he did claim to be "an 
apostle" (1 Pet. 1:1), he nowhere claimed to be "the apostle" or the chief 
apostle. He certainly was a leading apostle, but even then he was only one of 
the "pillars" (plural, Gal. 2:9) of the church along with James and John, not 
the pillar. 


Fourth, however the early church understood Peter's role, there is absolutely 
no reference to any alleged infallibility he possessed. Indeed, the word 
"infallible" never occurs in the New Testament. When parallel words or 
phrases do occur they refer to Scripture alone, not to any person's ability to 
interpret it. Jesus said, for example, "scripture cannot be set aside" (John 
10:35), and "until heaven and earth pass away, not the smallest letter or the 
smallest part of a letter will pass from the law" (Matt. 5:18). 


This is not to say that Peter did not have a significant role in the early 
church; he did. He even seems to have been the initial leader of the apostolic 
band. As already noted, along with James and John he was one of the 
"pillars" of the early church (Gal. 2:9). It was Peter who preached the great 
sermon at Pentecost when the gift of the Holy Spirit was given, welcoming 
many Jews into the Christian fold. And it was Peter who spoke when the 
Spirit of God fell on the Gentiles (Acts 10). However, from this point on, 
Peter fades into the background and Paul becomes the dominant figure, 
carrying the gospel to the ends of the earth (Acts 13-28), writing 
approximately half of the New Testament (as compared to Peter's two 
Epistles), and even rebuking Peter for his hypocrisy (Gal. 2:11-14). In short, 
there is no evidence in Matthew 16 or any other text for the Roman Catholic 
dogma of the superiority or infallibility of Peter. 


Finally, and most importantly, whatever apostolic powers Peter and the 
others possessed, it is clear that they were not passed on to anyone after their 
death. The repeated criterion for being an apostle was that one had to be a 
first-century eyewitness of the resurrected Christ (cf. Acts 1:22; 1 Cor. 9:1; 
15:5-8). Therefore, there could be no true apostolic succession in the pope or 
anyone else. 


Further, these select individuals known as apostles were given certain 
unmistakable "signs of an apostle" (2 Cor. 12:12). These sign-gifts included 
the ability to raise the dead (Matt. 10:8), heal diseases (Matt. 10:8; John 9:1- 
7), perform exorcisms (Matt. 10:8; Acts 16:16-18), speak messages in 
languages they had never studied (Acts 2:1-8; cf. 10:44-46), and pass on 
supernatural gifts to others so that they could be assisted in their apostolic 
mission of founding the church (Acts 6:6; cf. 8:5-6; 2 Tim. 1:6). On one 
occasion Peter pronounced a supernatural death sentence on two people who 


had "lied to the Holy Spirit," and they immediately dropped dead (Acts 5:1- 
11)! 


These miraculous powers ceased during the apostles’ lifetime. The writer of 
Hebrews (c. A.D. 69) referred to the special sign-gifts of an apostle as 
having already past when he spoke of the message "announced originally 


heard him [namely, the apostles]. God added his testimony by signs, 
wonders, various acts of power, and distributing of the gifts of the Holy 


in the first century (after A.D. 70), spoke of "the faith that was once for all 


handed down to the holy ones" (v. 3), and exhorted his hearers to "remember 


able to heal them (Phil. 2:26; 2 Tim. 4:20),27 asking for prayer for them or 
recommending that they take medicine (1 Tim. 5:23). The special apostle- 
confirming miracles apparently ceased even before some apostles had died. 


In addition, these special miraculous signs were given to the apostles to 
establish their authority as the representatives of Christ in founding his 
church. Jesus had promised them special "power" to be his witnesses (Acts 
1:8). Paul pointed to "the signs of an apostle" to confirm his authority to the 
Corinthians, some of whom had challenged it (2 Cor. 12:12). Hebrews 2:34 
speaks of the special apostolic miracles as being given to confirm their 
witnesses to Christ. Indeed, from the time of Moses to the apostles, God 
gave special miracles to his servants to confirm that their revelations were 
from him (Exod. 4; 1 Kings 18; John 3:2; Acts 2:22). 


In summation, since to be an apostle one had to be an eyewitness of the 
resurrected Christ, and since these select individuals known as apostles were 
given certain unmistakable "signs of an apostle" to establish their authority- 
which ceased during their lifetime-it follows that no one since the first 
century has possessed apostolic authority. In brief, the absence of these 
special apostolic gifts proves the absence of the special apostolic authority. 
What remains today is the teaching of the apostles (in the New Testament), 


not the office of an apostle or its authority. The authority of living apostles 
has been replaced by the authority of the writings of the apostles. 


John 21:15-17. In this passage Jesus says to Peter, "Feed my lambs" and 
"Tend my sheep" and "Feed my sheep" (vv. 15-17). Roman Catholic 
scholars believe this shows that Peter, and Peter alone, was given infallible 
authority to be the pastor of the whole Christian church. A careful 
examination of the text reveals that this is a serious overclaim for the 
passage. 


First, whether the passage is taken of Peter alone or of all the disciples, there 
is absolutely no reference here to any infallible authority. It is simply a 
matter of pastoral care that concerns Jesus here. "Feeding" is a God-given 
pastoral function that even non-apostles had in the New Testament (cf. Acts 
20:28; Eph. 4:11-12; 1 Pet. 5:1-2). One does not have to be an infallible 
shepherd in order to feed his flock properly. 


Catholics, declare that Peter "clearly was wrong" and "stood condemned."28 
Peter "acted hypocritically ... with the result that even Barnabas was carried 
away by their hypocrisy," hypocrisy here being defined as "pretense, 
playacting; moral insincerity" (2:11-13). It is difficult to exonerate Peter 
from the charge that he led believers astray-something the infallible pastor 
of the church would never do! The Catholic response that Peter was only 
infallible in his ex cathedra words and not his actions, rings hollow when we 
remember that "actions speak louder than words." Actions are the domain of 


of this, even Roman Catholic admission of the despicable behavior of some 
of its popes is revealing.29 The fact is that Peter could not be both an 
infallible guide for faith and morals and at the same time mislead believers 
on the important matter of faith and morals of which Galatians speaks. 


John speaks more to Peter's weakness and need for restoration than to his 
unique authority. The reason Peter is singled out for restoration, being asked 
three times by Jesus "Do you love me more than these [other disciples ]?" 


was that only Peter denied the Lord three times and so only Peter needed to 
be restored. Thus Jesus was not exalting Peter above the other apostles here 
but bringing him back up to their level!30 


Finally, in view of the New Testament titles used of Peter it is clear that he 
would never have accepted the terms used of the pope today: "Holy Father" 
(cf. Matt. 23:9) or "Supreme Pontiff" and "Vicar of Christ." The only vicar 
of Christ on earth is the blessed Holy Spirit (John 14:16, 26). Jesus said this 
of the Holy Spirit of God, not of Peter (John 16:13-14). As noted earlier, 
Peter referred to himself in much more humble terms as "an apostle" (1 Pet. 
1:1) not the apostle and "fellow-presbyter [elder]" (1 Pet. 5:1), not the 
supreme Bishop, the Pope, or the Holy Father. 


John 11:49-52. The argument that, since in the Old Testament the high priest 
had an official revelatory function connected with his office it is therefore to 
be expected that there be an equivalent New Testament figure (namely, the 
pope), is seriously flawed. First, this is merely an argument from analogy 
and is not based on any New Testament affirmation that this is so. And it is a 
weak or extrinsic analogy since unlike the analogy between God and 
creatures (Acts 14:15-17; Rom. 1:19-20) there is no intrinsic connection 
between cause and effect. Second, the New Testament affirmations made 
about the Old Testament priesthood would reject the analogy, for they say 
explicitly that the Old Testament priesthood has been abolished! The writer 
to the Hebrews declared that "there is a change of priesthood" from that of 
Aaron (Heb. 7:12). The Aaronic priesthood has been fulfilled in Christ who 
is a priest forever after the order of Melchizedek (Heb. 7:15-17). Third, even 
Catholics acknowledge that there is no new revelation after the time of the 
New Testament. So no one (popes included) after the first century can have 
a revelatory function in the sense of giving new revelations. Finally, there is 
a New Testament revelatory function like that of the Old, but it is in the New 
Testament "apostles and prophets" (cf. Eph. 2:20; 3:5) and it ceased when 
they died. To assume a revelatory (or even infallible defining) function was 
passed on after them and is resident in the bishop of Rome is to beg the 
question. 


In addition to the total lack of support from the Scriptures and equivocal 
support from tradition there are many other arguments against papal 


infallibility. We will divide them into theological, philosophical, and 
historical arguments. 


THEOLOGICAL PROBLEMS WITH INFALLIBILITY 


There are serious theological problems with papal infallibility. One is the 
question of heresy being taught by an infallible pope. 


was a serious heresy-one relating to the nature of Christ. To claim that the 
pope was not infallible on this occasion is only to further undermine the 
doctrine of infallibility. How can one know when his doctrinal 
pronouncements are infallible and when they are not? There is no infallible 
test.33 And without such a test, how can the Roman Catholic Church 
provide infallible guidance on doctrine and morals? If the pope can be 
fallible on one doctrine, then why not others? 


Further, the contention that Pope Leo did not condemn Pope Honorius with 
heresy_"but with negligence in the suppression of error" is ineffective as a 
defense.34 It still raises serious questions as to how Pope Honorius could be 
an infallible guide in faith and morals, since he taught heresy. And the 
Catholic response that he was not speaking ex cathedra when he taught this 


does not explain how the Sixth General Council could condemn Honorius as 
a heretic, as even Ott admits.35 Finally, by disclaiming the infallibility of the 
pope on this and like situations the number of occasions such 
pronouncements actually were made is relatively rare. For example, the 
pope has spoken ex cathedra only one time this whole century (on the bodily 


assumption of Mary)! If infallibility is exercised this rarely then its value for 
all practical purposes is nil. This being the case, since the pope speaks with 
only fallible authority on most occasions, the Catholic is bound to accept his 
authority on faith and morals when he may be (and sometimes has been) 
wrong. In short, the alleged infallible guidance of the papacy is negligible at 
best. Indeed, on the vast majority of occasions there is no infallible guidance 
at all. 


The Problem of Revelational Insufficiency. One of the chief reasons 
Catholic authorities offer to argue the need for an infallible teaching 
magisterium is that we need infallible guidance to understand God's 
infallible revelation. Otherwise it is misinterpreted as the many Protestant 
sects do. 


There are two problems with this rationale. For one thing, how is an 
infallible interpretation any better than the infallible revelation? Divine 
revelation is a disclosure or unveiling by God. To claim that God's infallible 
unveiling in the Bible needs further infallible unveiling by God says that it 
was not unveiled properly to begin with. To be sure, there is a difference 
between objective disclosure (revelation) and subjective discovery 
(understanding). But the central problem in this regard is not in the 
perception of God's truth. Even his general revelation is "evident" and "able 
to be understood" (Rom. 1:19-20). Our most significant problem with regard 
to the truth of God's revelation is reception. Paul declared that "the natural 
[unregenerate] person does not accept [Gk: dekomai, welcome, receive] 
what pertains to the Spirit of God" (1 Cor. 2:14). He cannot "know" (Gk: 
ginosko, know by experience) them because he does not receive them into 
his life, even though he understands them in his mind. Indeed, what he 
clearly perceives (Rom. 1:19- 20) he does not openly receive but suppresses 
(Rom. 1:18). This is why there are atheists in their minds because they have 
rejected the truth about God in their hearts (Ps. 14:1). So even though there 
is a difference between objective disclosure and subjective understanding 
people are "without excuse" for failing to understand the objective 
revelation of God, whether in nature or in Scripture (cf. Rom. 1:20). 


It is interesting to note here that Catholic theology maintains that 
unbelievers should and can understand the truth of natural law apart from 
the teaching magisterium. Why then should they need an infallible teaching 


magisterium in order to understand properly divine law? Furthermore, it 
seems singularly inconsistent for Catholic scholars to claim they need 
another mind to help them interpret Scripture correctly for them when the 
mind God gave them is sufficient to interpret everything else, including 
some things much more difficult than Scripture. Many Catholic scholars, for 
example, are experts in interpreting classical literature, involving both the 
moral and religious meaning of those texts. Yet these same educated minds 
are said to be inadequate to obtain a reliable religious and moral 
interpretation of the texts of their own Scriptures. 


The Catholic response that Protestants have their own teaching magisterium 
of modern scholarship misses the mark. First, the Catholic magisterium 
depends on scholarship just as much as Protestants do. Otherwise, they 
would not be able to translate the texts and understand them in their proper 
cultural context. Second, Protestants do not claim that it is necessary to have 
infallible scholarship in order to interpret the Bible. Further, the kind of 
scholarship necessary to understand the Bible does not provide a theological 
framework to interpret the Bible, as does the teaching magisterium of the 
Roman Catholic Church. Rather, it provides merely the necessary linguistic 
tools to translate the Bible. Finally, the skills of interpretation are the same 
as those for any other document, namely, to understand the meaning the 
author expressed in the text. For example, Catholic attorneys and judges are 
experts at interpreting the Constitution, and yet these same experts are told 
that their skills in understanding the Constitution are not adequate to obtain 
a reliable interpretation of the Scriptures. Why is the Roman Catholic 
teaching magisterium necessary for the latter while their own ability is 
adequate for the former? 


Furthermore, it does not take an expert to interpret the essential teachings of 
the Bible. The New Testament was written in the vernacular of the times, the 
trade language of the first century, known as koine Greek. It was a book 
written in the common, everyday language for the common, everyday 
person. Likewise, the vast majority of English translations of the Bible are 
also written in plain English, including Catholic versions. The essential 
truths of the Bible can be understood by any literate person. In fact, it is an 
insult to the intelligence of the common person to suggest that he or she can 
read and understand the daily newspaper but needs an infallible teaching 
magisterium in order to understand God's good news in the New Testament. 


Problem of Indecisiveness of the Teaching Magisterium. If an infallible 
teaching magisterium is needed to overcome the conflicting interpretations 
of Scripture, why is it that even these supposedly infallibly decisive 
declarations of the magisterium are also subject to conflicting 
interpretations? There are many hotly disputed differences among Catholic 
scholars on just what ex cathedra statements mean, including those on 
Scripture, tradition, Mary, and justification. Even though there may be future 
clarifications on some of these, the problem remains for two reasons. It 
shows the indecisive nature of supposedly infallible pronouncements, and, 
judging by past experience, even these future declarations will not settle all 
matters completely. Pronouncements on the inerrancy of Scripture are a case 
in point. In spite of infallible statements on the nature and origin of Scripture 
there is strong disagreement on whether the Bible is really infallible in all 
matters or only on matters of salvation (see Appendix D). 


PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS WITH INFALLIBILITY 


Philosophical problems emerge from the Catholic claim of the need for an 
infallible teaching magisterium. Both are in the realm of epistemology, that 
is, how we know. 


The Epistemic Problem. The supposed need for an infallible magisterium is 
an epistemically (Fr: episteme, to know) insufficient basis for rising above 
the level of probable knowledge. Catholic scholars admit, as they must, that 
they do not have infallible evidence that there is an infallible teaching 
magisterium. They have merely what even they believe to be only probable 
arguments. But if this is the case, then epistemically or apologetically there 
is no more than a probable basis for Catholics to believe that a supposedly 
infallible pronouncement of their church is true. The bottom line, then, is 
that they are in no better position to be certain about matters of faith and 
morals than are Protestants who accept only the infallibility of the Scriptures 
on the basis of probable arguments. 


So the Catholic claim to have an infallible interpretation of the infallible 
Scriptures, in contrast to the Protestant claim to have only a fallible but 


In actuality, their basis for believing what is truly from God is no better than 


absolute certainty.36 


The Problem of Death by Qualification. Once all the qualifications are 
placed on infallibility, both in theory and in practice, it is defrocked of its 
glory. For example, the pope is infallible only when: 


1. speaking in fulfillment of his office as supreme pastor and teacher of all 
Christians; 


2. speaking in virtue of his supreme apostolic authority (i.e., as successor of 
Peter); 


3. determining a doctrine of faith and morals (i.e., a doctrine expressing 
divine revelation); 


4. imposing a doctrine to be held definitively by_all;37 


5. he is the real pope (as opposed to rival popes); and 
6. his decision is ratified by_an ecumenical council.38 


Not only are all these criteria not infallibly pronounced but all are not 
universally accepted among Catholics. What is more, when one tries to 
apply these criteria to the doctrine of papal infallibility it begins to suffer 
"death by a thousand qualifications." For example, if the pope was not 
infallible when excommunicating Galileo or when teaching heresy (see 
examples below), then how can we be sure when he really acts infallibly? 
And if we cannot ever be sure, then what good is the doctrine of 
infallibility? Once all the qualifications are placed on it, the aura of 
infallibility has been stripped of its glory and stands as nakedly fallible as 
any other human teaching. 


HISTORICAL PROBLEMS WITH INFALLIBILITY 
In addition to biblical and philosophical problems, there are serious 


historical problems with the Catholic claim for infallibility. Two are of 
special note here. 


The Problem of the Anti-Popes. Another riddle of Roman Catholicism is the 


problem. Further, this difficulty has had several actual historical 
manifestations which bring into focus the whole question of an infallible 
pope.4o 


Catholic apologists claim that there were not really two popes, since only 
one can be infallible. This is at best only a theoretical solution, not an actual 
one, since the faithful have no way to know for sure which one is the right 
one. Which one should they look to for guidance, since each pope can ex 
communicate the other-and sometimes has? Claiming that only one is the 
real pope does not solve the practical problem of which pope should actually 
be followed as the infallible guide in faith and morals. 


The Problem of Galileo. Perhaps the greatest embarrassment to the 
selfclaimed infallible church is its fallible judgment about Galileo Galilei 
(A.D. 1564-1642). Threatened by the implications of Galileo's discovery, the 
Catholic church sided with the scientifically outdated Ptolemaic geocentric 
universe. The church's condemnation and banishment of Galileo has caused 
pause for any subsequent infallible pronouncements on scientific matters. 
Perhaps this explains the reluctance of Rome to condemn macroevolutionary 
theory, allowing belief in it for fear it might prove to be true. 


course, was opposed to the prevailing theological position of an earth- 
centered system held by the Roman Catholic Church. Trouble arose when 
Galileo wrote his Letters on Sunspots in A.D. 1613. Attention shifted from 
discussions of science to scriptural difficulties: "People wanted to know why 
Josue [Joshua] would command the sun to stand still if it never moved 


reconciled with the statement that God “fixed the earth upon its foundation, 
not to be moved forever’ (Ps 103:5)."41 


In A.D. 1616, the Copernican theory was condemned at Rome.42 The drama 
unfolded with Galileo writing tracts and lobbying for his cause. Aristotelian 


Urban VIII allowed Galileo to return to Florence, where he remained under 
house arrest until his death in 164243 


After suffering many centuries of embarrassment for the church's 
condemnation of Galileo, in 1979 Pope John Paul II spoke to the Pontifical 
Academy of Science. In the address titled "Faith, Science and the Galileo 
Case" the pope called for a reexamination of the whole In 1983, while 
addressing the subject of the church and science, John Paul I conceded that 
"Galileo had “suffered from departments of the church.'"45 This, of course, 
is not a clear retraction of the condemnation, nor does it solve the problem 
of how an infallible pronouncement of the Catholic church could be in error. 


Roman Catholic responses to this question leave something to be desired. 
One Catholic authority claims that, while both Paul V and Urban VIII were 
committed anti-Copernicans, their pronouncements were not ex cathedra. 
The decree of A.D. 1616 "was issued by the Congregation of the Index, 
which can raise no difficulty in regard of infallibility, this tribunal being 
absolutely incompetent to make a dogmatic decree."46 As to the second trial 
in 1633, which also resulted in a condemnation of Galileo, this sentence is 
said to be of lesser importance because it "did not receive the Pope's 
signature.""47 Another Catholic authority states that although the 
theologian's treatment of Galileo was inappropriate, "the condemnation was 
the act of a Roman Congregation and in no way_ involved infallible teaching 
authority."48 Still another source observes that "the condemnation of Galileo 
by_the Inquisition had nothing to do with the question of papal infallibility, 


Catholic apologist suggests that, although the decision was a "regrettable" 
case of "imprudence," there was no error made by the pope, since he was not 
really condemned of heresy but only strongly suspected of it. 


None of these ingenious solutions is very convincing, having all the 


earmarks of after-the-fact tinkering with the pronouncements that resulted 
discover that the serious charges leveled against him were not "ex cathedra” 
in force. And in view of the strong nature of both the condemnation and the 


Galileo only undermines the alleged infallibility of the Catholic church. 
Catholic apologists can always invoke their apologetic warehouse-that the 
pope was not really speaking infallibly on that occasion-but constant appeal 
to this non-verifiable distinction only weakens their case for infallibility. For 
it leaves us with the question of just how we can know when the church is 
speaking infallibly. 


CONCLUSION 


Despite the common creedal and doctrinal heritage of Catholics and 
Protestants, there are some serious differences.51 None of these is more 
basic than the question of authority. Catholics affirm de fide, as an 
unchangeable part of their faith, the infallible teaching authority of the 
Roman church as manifested in the pope. But what Catholics affirm 
infallibly Protestants deny emphatically. This is an unresolvable roadblock 
to any ecclesiastical unity between Roman Catholicism and orthodox 
Protestantism. No talk about "first among equals" or "collegiality" will solve 
the problem. For the very concept of an infallible teaching magisterium, 
however composed, is contrary to the basic Protestant principle of sola 
Scriptura, the Bible alone (see chap. 10). Here we must agree to disagree. 
For while both sides believe the Bible is infallible, Protestants deny that the 
church or the pope has an infallible interpretation of it. 
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JUSTIFICATION 


In spite of the common core of Augustinian belief in salvation by grace (see 
chap. 5), Roman Catholics and Protestants have had strong disagreement 
over the doctrine of justification. For one thing, while Catholics believe in 


believe in the exclusivity of faith. The heart cry_of the Reformation was 
"justification by faith alone" (sola fide).2 The distinguishing salvation 


gratia and sola fide) through Christ alone and based on the Bible alone (see 
chap. 10).' 


The Roman Catholic Church responded with the Council of Trent, declaring: 
"By his good works the justified man really acquires a claim to su pernatural 
reward from God."4 Are we justified by faith alone or are good works a 
necessary condition for salvation? These questions are at the heart of the 
differences between Roman Catholics and evangelicals. In order to 
understand the issue we must first examine what the Reformers taught and 
how the Council of Trent responded. 


ROMAN CATHOLIC TEACHING ON JUSTIFICATION 


The Catholic position on justification was made infallible dogma at the 
Council of Trent in reaction to Martin Luther's proclamation that the just 
shall live by faith alone! Needless to say, Luther's view hit like a lightning 
bolt in an institution known for its stress on good works as necessary for 
salvation.’ His initial reaction was to the Roman Catholic sale of 
indulgences. An overzealous salesman named Tetzel is said to have 
promised the potential purchasers of indulgence, "When in the box the 
penny rings, the soul from purgatory springs." 


LUTHER'S POSITION ON JUSTIFICATION 


will come later, from others.""6 Melanchthon, Luther's great systematic 
theologian, did use forensic terms to describe justification. Luther, however, 
did hold that believers are given the alien righteousness of Christ by which 
alone they are able to stand before God, and not in their own righteousness. 
Such an imputed righteousness is extrinsic to the believer. 


When Martin Luther was reassigned from Erfurt to Wittenberg he came 
under the influence of Johann von Staupitz (to whom this volume is 
dedicated). Staupitz, in addition to being the director of the cloister at 
Wittenberg, had a mystical bent and was a sympathetic spiritual guide. 
About Staupitz, Luther said, "If it had not been for Dr. Staupitz ... I should 
have sunk in hell."7 During the course of counseling and receiving Luther's 
confessions Staupitz recognized his subject's deep spiritual difficulties and 
inability to experience God's forgiveness. To expose Luther to the scriptural 
antidote for his problems Staupitz assigned Luther to the chair of Bible at 
the local university-a position that Staupitz himself had once occupied. 
Luther lectured on Paul's letters to the Romans and Galatians from the fall of 
A.D. 1515 to 1517. The result of his study led Luther to a new view of God: 
the All Terrible is also the All Merciful. 


Luther discovered that in the Greek used by the apostle Paul, the word 
"justice" has a double meaning: the first is a strict enforcement of the law; 
the second is "a process of the sort which sometimes takes place if the judge 
suspends the sentence ... and thereby instills such resolve that the man is 
reclaimed."8 This latter meaning of justice is necessary because "The sinner 
cannot ever attain any righteousness of his own: he merits or deserves only 
condemnation." But God has "freely opted to receive us to Himself... toa 


fellowship that we from our side had broken and could never mend."9 


When studying the meaning of Romans 1:16-17 Luther came to a 
revolutionary discovery. 


and to have gone through open doors into paradise. The whole of Scripture 
took on new meaning, and whereas before the "justice of God" had filled me 


passage became to me the gate to heaven.10 


Amid the Protestant stress on Luther's discovery_it is sometimes forgotten 
that Luther also believed in a progressive sense of the word "justification." 
For example, he said: "For we understand that a man who is justified is not 
already righteous but moving toward righteousness (WA 391, 83; LW 34, 
construction. It shall, however, be completed in the resurrection of the dead 
(WA _ 391, 252)."11 This sense of progressive justification is what many 
Protestants call "sanctification," the process by which we are made 
righteous, not an act by which one is declared righteous. Toon adds, 
"Justification by faith is both an event and a process. What later Protestants 
were to divide, Luther kept together. He is quite clear that there is a moment 


when a sinner is actually justified by faith. He then has the righteousness of 


dead in the age to come) when he will in fact possess a perfect righteousness 
created in him by the Spirit of God."12 


Luther also suggested that the believer is righteous in the eyes of God and 
yet sinful at the same time. "For Luther, faith is the right (or righteous) 
relationship to God. Sin and righteousness thus coexist; we remain sinners 


existence of sin does not negate our status as Christians."14 


THE CATHOLIC CHURCH'S RESPONSE TO LUTHER 


The Council of Trent was the Catholic response to Lutheranism. No proper 


justification, and if so, is this inclination to be understood as meritorious?1s 


Study on these questions began in June 1546. In January 1547 the council 
participants agreed on a final formula for justification. The process had been 
long and arduous and all of the theological schools weighed in with opinions 
on a great variety of complicated scholastic theological distinctions. We will 
examine the conclusions to the six questions mentioned above. 


First, although several council members recognized an extrinsic element in 
justification (thereby approaching the Reformers on this point),16 the con 
sensus view was that "the opinion that a sinner may _be justified solely_as a 


is thus defined in terms of aman becoming, and not merely being reputed 
as, righteous."18 


Second, in that Trent understands justification in two senses (the second 
corresponding to the Reformed doctrine of sanctification), this second 
justification requires good works as a condition for ultimate justification. "It 
is thus both possible and necessary to keep the law of God."19 


Third, taking into account original sin, ‘Trent states that sin has affected the 
human race. Therefore, "man is incapable of redeeming himself. Free will is 
which Luther rejected in his Bondage of the Will. According to Trent, "If 
anyone shall say that man's free will moved and aroused by_God does not 
cooperate by_assenting to God who looses and calls ... let him be 
anathema."21 (It is important to note that "anathema" is a decree of 
excommunication, not automatic damnation.) So as one Catholic author puts 


sinfully rejecting it."22 Of course, most Protestants agree with this. Many 
Protestants, however, Calvinists in particular, quickly add (as would 
Catholic Thomists) that it is God by his grace who brings about this 
cooperation. But he does this without destroying our free choice. 


Fourth, in order to understand the pronouncements on the sacraments, one 
must remember that ‘Trent understood justification in two ways: the first and 
second phases which Catholic scholars refer to as "initial" and "progressive" 
justification respectively. Baptism is operative in the first or initial 
justification, since grace to overcome original sin is "mediated" to us 
through baptism.23 Both the Eucharist and penance pertain to the second or 
progressive sense of justification, and such justification (i.e., righteousness) 
is said to be "increased" by participation in these sacraments. There is, of 
course, a third or "ultimate" stage of justification by which-providing one 
had not committed a mortal sin-one is allowed into heaven. 


Fifth, due to the stress that the Reformers placed on the concept of assurance 
of salvation, Trent was forced to deal with the subject. McGrath claims that 
they_issued "an explicit condemnation of the Lutheran doctrine of assurance 


personal assurance of salvation does not mean the proclamation of a religion 
of uninterrupted anxiety."25 For the Roman Catholic there is "an 
intermediate position between the assurance of faith and doubt. This position 
is that of moral certainty which excludes any_anxiety_and Thus, Christians 


salvation.27 


Sixth, Trent states that our initial justification must be seen as a "gift." Thus, 
it comes as a surprise to many Protestants that Roman Catholics believe that 


divine goodness" (2009).30 


It is only fair to point out here that when Catholic scholars cite James 2:24 


man really acquires a claim to supernatural reward from God."31 It is 
precisely here that Catholics and evangelicals disagree. 


CATHOLIC ARGUMENTS FOR MERITORIOUS JUSTIFICATION 


Since the defense of forensic justification goes hand-in-hand with the 
rejection of the Catholic teaching on merit, the doctrine of good works will 
be discussed first. The arguments will be divided into theological, biblical, 
and traditional ones. 


THEOLOGICAL ARGUMENTS FOR THE DOCTRINE OF MERIT 


a claim to supernatural reward from God."32 Of course, this demand is not 
intrinsic; it is only because God has placed himself in this situation because 
of his promise to reward good works. Further, eternal life is given to us on 
the grounds of our good works.33 Thus the Council of Trent declared that 
"those who work well “unto the end' [Matt. 10:22], and who trust in God, 
life eternal is to be proposed, both as a grace mercifully promised to the sons 
of God through Christ Jesus, “and as a recompense’ which is ... to be 


eternal life, and the attainment of eternal life (if he should die in grace), and 
also an increase of glory;_let him be anathema."35 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


Ott argues that "According to Holy Writ, eternal blessedness in heaven is the 
reward for good works performed on this earth, and rewards and merit are 
correlative concepts."36 He offers the following Scripture in support: "Be 
glad and rejoice, for your reward is very great in heaven' (Mt. 5, 12)... . 
“Come, ye blessed of my Father, possess you the kingdom prepared for you 
from the foundation of the world. For I was hungry, and you gave me to eat’ 
(Mt. 25, 34 et seg.)." He adds, "St. Paul, who stresses grace so much, also 
em phasized on the other hand, the meritorious nature of good works 
performed with grace, by teaching that the reward is in proportion to the 


establish a legal claim (meritum de condigno) to reward on God. Cf. Hebr. 
ARGUMENTS FROM TRADITION 


Catholic theology claims: "From the times of the Apostolic Fathers, 
Tradition attests the meritoriousness of good works." For example, Ignatius 
of Antioch wrote to Polycarp, "Where there is great effort there is rich gain" 
(I,_3). Justin and Tertullian are also cited in defense of merit. Tertullian 
asserted that "the man who performs good works can be said to make God 
his debtor."39 Even though God is not indebted in any intrinsic sense, 
nonetheless, works are said to be the basis for getting this Ott claims that 
"natural reason cannot prove the reality of supernatural merit since this rests 
on the free Divine promise of reward." However, "the general conscience of 
men bears witness to the appropriateness of a supernatural reward for 


AN EVANGELICAL RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ARGUMENTS 
FOR SALVATION BY MERIT 


We have already noted that the Council of Trent declared that no works prior 
to justification are meritorious.42 Nonetheless, several significant 
differences between the official Roman Catholic and orthodox Protestant 
views on Salvation remain. Before stating the basis for the Protestant 
position, a response to the Catholic arguments in favor of merit is in order. 


A CRITIQUE OF THE ROMAN CATHOLIC VIEW OF 
JUSTIFICATION 


With all due recognition to the common Augustinian core of salvation by 
grace (see chap. 5), there are some important differences between the 
Roman Cath olic and evangelical views of justification. Unfortunately the 
noble but unsuccessful recent statement by "Evangelicals and Catholics 
Together" lacked precision in this very_area, speaking of a common belief 
that "we are justified by_ grace through faith."43 What it failed to note, 
however, is what the Reformation was fought over, namely, that Scripture 
teaches, as Protestants affirm, that we are saved by grace alone through faith 
alone. As we will see, there is a common belief in salvation by grace, but 
Roman Catholics hold that justification takes place at baptism of infants, 
which is long before they can believe in any conscious sense. Further, as the 
Catholic doctrine of merit reveals, they do not believe that salvation is by 
grace alone (sola gratia), since meritorious works are also necessary, at least 
for those that live beyond infancy. Further, for evangelicals, salvation is not 
simply "through faith" but "by faith alone" (sola fide). Since this was at the 
very heart of the Reformation, many evangelicals refuse to sign the 
statement since they believe it would betray the Reformation. Indeed, their 
protest led to a follow-up statement which strikes a more distinctively 
Protestant note: "We understand the statement that “we are justified by grace 
through faith because of Christ,' in terms of the substitutionary atonement 
and imputed righteousness of Christ, leading to full assurance of eternal 
Salvation; we seek to testify in all circumstances and contexts to this, the 
historic Protestant understanding of salvation by faith alone (sola fide)." 


Many criticisms of the Catholic view of justification revolve around the 
concept of merit that was made into infallible dogma of the Roman Catholic 
Church at the Council of Trent. The Catholic doctrine of meritorious works 
has been a target of Protestants since the Reformation. For Luther and his 


believed that at Trent the Roman Catholic Church apostatized and denied the 
true gospel. "For I thoroughly believe, more firmly than I believe in God, 
that they are acquainted with more human doctrine, and also with more 


they_are the church; that is to say, they_are the devil's apostles, evangelists, 


word, not against God's 


It confuses reward and merit. While Catholics wish to remind us that the 
whole doctrine of merit should be viewed in the context of grace,46 they 
overlook the fact that Scripture teaches that grace and meritorious works are 
mutually exclusive. Part of the reason for the difficulty is that the Catholic 
use of the word "reward" has an equivocal sense that leads to a confusion 
between a reward based on grace and one based on merit (i.e., on works), 
albeit prompted by grace. Often the problem seems to stem from a fallacious 
inference that simply because something is prompted by grace it is not 
obtained by merit. Just because the previous graciousness of a friend may 
prompt one to do a job for him that one would not otherwise have accepted 
does not mean that the wages earned from it were not at least partly merited, 
even if they were higher wages than one deserved. Thus, neither merit in the 
strict sense of what is justly earned nor merit which is based in part on what 
is earned but goes beyond that by God's goodness is compatible with grace. 


Catholic theology rightly points out that the Bible sometimes speaks of 


In this sense, however, works are not a condition of salvation;48 salvation is 
a gift of grace received by faith alone apart from meritorious works. None of 


done. For the Scriptures insist that "a worker's wage is credited not as a gift, 
but as something due" (Rom. 4:4). If the Catholic concept of merit (that 
progressive justification [= sanctification] is obtained by good works) is 
true, then the grace of sanctification would be bestowed, at least in part, on 
the basis of good works. But what is worked for is not of grace, and what is 
grace, and what is given by grace is not obtained by works (Rom. 4:4; Eph. 


2:8-9). So the Catholic concept of merit as a necessary condition for 
obtaining eternal life or ultimate justification is contrary to this clear 
affirmation of Holy Writ. 


It makes works a condition of eternal life. The Council of Trent declared 
clearly that "those who work well “unto the end' [Matt. 10:22], and who trust 
in God, life eternal is to be faithfully given to their good works and 
merit."50 Even the new Catechism of the Catholic Church which tends to 
state doctrine in a way less objectionable to Protestants declares that "the 
merit of good works is to be attributed in the first place to the grace of God, 


good works. By contrast the Bible declares clearly and emphatically that 


"the wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus 


a final justification at death to know whether one has eternal life and will not 
see God's condemnation. This same truth that eternal life is a present 
possession of the believer is repeated over and over in Scripture. John 
records Jesus proclaiming, "Whoever believes in the Son has eternal life" 


In the Gospel of John only one condition is laid down for obtaining eternal 
life: belief (e.g., John 3:16, 36; 5:24; 20:31). If salvation were not by faith 
alone then John's whole message would be misleading, since it states that 
there is only one condition for salvation when actually there are two: faith 
plus works. Indeed, John states explicitly that the only "work" necessary for 
salvation is to believe. When asked, "What can we do to accomplish the 
works of God?" Jesus replied, "This is the work of God, that you believe in 
the one he sent" (John 6:29, emphasis added). There simply is nothing else 
we may do in exchange for our salvation. Jesus did it all (John 19:30; Heb. 
10:14). 


It makes works of sanctification a condition of ultimate salvation. The 
Council of Trent affirmed: "When he (Paul] characterizes the eternal reward 


to reward on God."52 Of course, this "legal" claim is not intrinsic but only. 
because God has promised it. Nonetheless, it is a promise to give us 


salvation based in part on our works. "If anyone shall say that the good 


But one cannot work for a gift (Rom. 4:4-5). We work from our salvation 
but never for it (Gal. 3:11; Eph. 2:8-10). We are not saved by our works but 
in order to do good works. 


righteousness (= justification), nonetheless, Catholic theology makes works 
a condition for progressive righteousness (= sanctification). In other words, 
one cannot receive a right standing before God by which one has the divine 


"not because of any righteous deeds that we had done but because of his 
mercy, he saved us" (Titus 3:5).54 "It is not from works, so no one may 
boast," wrote Paul (Eph. 2:9). To repeat the apostle, "if by grace, it is no 
longer because of works; otherwise grace would no longer be grace" (Rom. 
11:6). A right standing before God comes by grace through faith alone! 
Grace means unmerited favor, and reward based on works is merited. Hence, 
grace and works are no more compatible than is an unmerited merit! Trent 
overreacted to Luther, and in so doing, obfuscated the purity and clarity of 
the gospel of God's grace. 


The Catholic response that not all Protestants agree that one has the promise 
of heaven on the basis of initial justification55 alone (Arminians believe 
people can lose their salvation) misses the mark. For the question is not how 
we keep salvation after we get it, but how we get it to begin with. It is a fact 
that some Protestants (evangelicals) do believe like Catholics that one can 


lose his or her salvation (a belief the authors do not share), but this in no 
way justifies the Catholic belief that eternal life cannot be obtained without 
meritorious works. But as we have seen, the Bible makes it clear that eternal 


fact that some Protestants believe people can lose their salvation (eternal 
life) in no way. justifies making works a condition for obtaining this 
salvation. The fact is that, even once the confusing terminology is cleared up 
and we understand that by eventual justification Catholics mean what 
Protestants call justification and sanctification, the official Catholic position 
is unbiblical. For it insists that works are necessary for salvation; that is, 


WY! 


promise of heaven." This is precisely what the Reformation rejected. 


It confuses working for and working from salvation. Put in traditional terms, 
Catholicism fails to recognize the important difference between working for 
salvation and working from salvation. We do not work in order to get 
salvation; rather, we work because we have already gotten it. God works 
salvation in us by justification, and by God's grace we work it out in 
sanctification (Phil. 2:12-13). But neither justification nor sanctification can 
be merited by works; they are given by grace. Gifts cannot be worked for, 
only wages can. As Paul declared, "when one does not work, yet believes in 
the one who justifies the ungodly, his faith is credited for righteousness" 
(Rom. 4:5). 


In spite of the fact that the Catholic understanding of salvation does not 
when one fails to make a clear distinction between forensic justification and 
practical sanctification,57 then the good works Catholics believe are needed 
for sanctification tend to obscure the fact that works are not needed for 
justification. Perhaps this is why hundreds of thousands of Catholics are 
coming to know Christ personally outside of the Catholic church. Indeed, 
this may be why Catholicism has not produced any of the great evangelists 
(such as Wesley, Whitfield, Sunday, Moody, and Graham) and has no widely 
circulated equivalent to "The Four Spiritual Laws" or other simple plan of 
salvation. 


It makes a false distinction between "works" and "works of the law. " The 
New Testament verses against salvation by works are clearly opposed to the 
Catholic teaching that salvation can be merited. In order to counter this 
Roman Catholic scholars have made an artificial distinction between "works 
of the law" (which they admit are not a condition for salvation) and works 
(which they insist are a condition of salvation). But contrary to the Catholic 
claim, Paul's statements against "works" cannot be limited to only "works of 
the (Mosaicj law" (such as circumcision) but extend equally to all kinds of 
meritorious good works, for all such works will in one way or another be 
works in accordance with God's law. They would not be good works if they 
were not in accordance with God's standard of goodness, namely, his law. 
Since God is the standard of all righteousness, it follows that all true works 
of righteousness will be according to his law and nature. It is only our 
righteousness (= self-righteousness) that is abhorrent in God's eyes (cf. Isa. 
64:6; Rom. 10:3). It makes no difference whether these works are prompted 
by grace; they are still meritorious works as a condition for eternal life. They 
are not based on grace and grace alone. That is, part of the basis for 
obtaining eternal life is meritorious works. 


Further, when condemning works for salvation Paul does not limit himself to 
"works of the law" but sometimes simply refers to "works" or "works of 
the Ephesians passage is clearly aimed at Gentiles with no suggestion of 
works of the Jewish law such as circumcision.ss Nor does the Jew-Gentile 
conflict diminish the fact that he is speaking to Gentiles about "works" other 
than those unique to the Jewish law. And the argument offered by some 
Catholics that the boasting mentioned in Ephesians 2:9 is an indication that 
it is Jewish boasting (since they boasted about works of the law) is 
implausible for many reasons. First, unbelieving Jews are not the only ones 
who boast in their good works; pride is a condition of all fallen creatures, 
not just Jewish ones. Furthermore, in this context Paul explicitly addresses 
the issue of Gentiles who were "alienated from the community of Israel" 
(Eph. 2:11-12), not Jews. Likewise, Titus 3:5-7 does not refer to "works of 
the law" but simply "works of righteousness."59 The fact that the tense 


sanctification. Paul is speaking to people who have already been saved and 
therefore his words would naturally be in the past tense.60 


Also, the Catholic claim that "works" are sometimes an abbreviation of 
"works of the law" (e.g., Rom. 3:27-28) fails for several reasons. Even if 
"works of the law" were sometimes summarized as "works," it would not 
mean the reverse is necessarily true. All works of the law are works, but not 
all works are works of the law. 


Testament "works" often arise in the context of circumcision (cf. Rom. 4; 
Gal. 3). But this is only because that was the specific situation that 
occasioned Paul's condemnation of any kind of works deemed necessary for 
salvation (cf. Acts 15). To limit all of his condemnations of "works" to only 
works of the Mosaic law is like limiting God's condemnation of 

these passages occur only in the Jewish law which was written to Jews! And 
to grant that a moral law (e.g., natural law) exists outside the law of Moses 
is to grant the Protestant point that "works" here are not just limited to works 
of the Mosaic law. The truth is that the condemnations are more broadly 
applicable than the immediate context in which they arose. The same is true 
of Paul's condemnation of meritorious "works" as a means of salvation. To 
limit Paul's condemnation to works of self-righteousness as opposed to 
meritorious works is reading into the text a distinction that is not there. What 
is more, if our works contributed anything to our obtaining salvation, then 
we would have grounds to boast and would still come under Paul's 
condemnation. 


Finally, the basic moral character of God expressed in the Ten 
Commandments is the same as that expressed through the natural law to all 
people. The fact that someone is not consciously or deliberately doing works 
according to the law of Moses does not mean that the basic moral standard is 
not the same. In one sense all moral "works" are "works of the law," in that 


the demands of the law written in their hearts" (Rom. 2:14-15). In the final 
analysis, when it comes to the moral62 demands of the law, there is no 


substantial difference between "works of righteousness" and the "works of 
the law." Thus, the Catholic argument that Paul meant the latter but not the 
former is a formal distinction without a real difference. The simple truth is 
that no works of any kind merit salvation. Eternal life is a gift received only 
by faith John 3:16, 36; 5:24; Rom. 6:23). 


It is similar to the error of Galatianism. By insisting that works are not a 
condition for obtaining initial justification (righteousness) but only for 
sanctification (progressive righteousness) Catholics do not avoid the charge 
of soteriological error. Claiming that sanctification is by works, even if 
justification is not, seems akin to the error that Paul addressed in the Book of 
Galatians. The Galatian Christians were already justified, or declared 
righteous, in the forensic sense (or, to use Catholic terminology, they had 
already received "initial justification"). They were "brethren" (Gal. 1:11; 
6:1). They were "in Christ" (Gal. 2:4). Otherwise, they would not have been 
in danger of "falling from grace" (Gal. 5:4) as a way of living the Christian 
life. They had initial (forensic) justification but were in danger of losing 
their sanctification (progressive justification). 


Paul's warning to them clearly related to their sanctification. His fear was 
not that they would lose their initial (forensic) justification but that they 
would fall back into bondage to the law (Gal. 2:4). Even if Paul did mean 
that they would lose their justification (as Arminians say) it merely 
intensifies the problem with the Catholic view, for then the failure to do 
good works results in the loss of both sanctification and justification. In this 
indirect sense, failure to do good works is a means of forfeiting one's 
(initial) justification too! Paul was afraid they would fall from grace as a 
means of continuing in the Christian life, not as a means of obtaining it to 
begin with, since they already had it (Gal. 3:3). To state it another way, if 
their initial righteousness was given by grace though faith, why should they 
think they could progress in righteousness in any other way than by grace 
through faith? In short, he did not want them to replace grace with works as 
the means of sanctification. This is evident from his pivotal plea: "Having 
begun in the Spirit, are you now being made perfect in the flesh?" (Gal. 3:3 
NKJV, emphasis added). 


restricted to the beginning of justification."63 Neither initial righteousness 
(justification) nor progressive righteousness (sanctification) is conditioned 
on meritorious works. Rather, both are received by grace through faith apart 
from any works of righteousness. Failure to understand that sanctification 
and justification are by grace through faith alone is the error of Galatianism. 
It seems to be the same error made by the Council of Trent. 


It should be noted that Paul's reference to "false brothers" (pseud- adelphos) 
is not to the believers in Galatia who had adopted their erroneous teaching 
about needing to keep the law of Moses as a means of sanctification. Paul 
was referring to false teachers (Judaizers) who were "secretly brought in" 
faith alone, the danger of the Judaizers' teaching was that the true believers 
at Galatia would adopt this view as a means of progressive sanctification. 
This would have been a serious error, since it would have obscured the 
necessity of the pure grace of God as the condition for their progressive 
sanctification, just as it was the condition for their initial 


It confuses salvation and service. All the texts cited by Catholics about 
reward for works are not really speaking about reward of salvation (whether 
it be justification or sanctification); they are talking about rewards for 
service. Justification is by faith alone and not by works (Rom. 4:5). It is true 
that all who are saved by God's grace through faith will be rewarded for 
their works in Christ (1 Cor. 3:10-14; 2 Cor. 5:10). These works, however, 
have nothing to do with whether we will be in heaven, but only with what 
status we will have there. As Jesus said, some of the saved will reign over 
ten cities and others over five (Luke 19:17-19), but all believers will be in 
his kingdom. The reward-for-works verses all speak of rewards for those 
who will be in the kingdom, not whether one will be in the kingdom. By 
contrast, in Roman Catholic theology one's progressive sanctification does 
affect whether one will make it to heaven. What a person receives at the 
moment of initial justification, apart from progressive sanctification, does 
not suffice to get one into heaven (unless, of course, the person dies 
immediately after regenera tion). In this sense, for Catholics works are 
necessary for salvation, even if they are works subsequent to initial 


justification. Actually, works are only necessary for the degree of reward we 
receive in heaven; they are not a condition for getting into heaven. 


Works-for-reward come under sanctification, not justification. They are what 
we do as a result of being saved, not what we do in order to be saved (i.e., to 
receive the gift of eternal life). In other words, merit makes sense if 
understood in the context of those who already are justified before God and 
simply are working out their salvation with fear and trembling (Phil. 2:12), 
not working for it. Even here the works are not a condition for being 
sanctified but a manifestation of it. Thus Catholics are left with a de facto 
denial of the grace that they officially claim is necessary for both 
justification and sanctification. 


It adds works into its concept of faith. Roman Catholic biblical scholars 
admit "the absence of any reference to sacraments and good works in Paul's 


as true and obeys all its precepts as divine commandments. For in this faith 
sacraments and good works are included."65 This is a classic example of 
eisegesis, that is, reading into the text what is not there, indeed, in this case, 


necessary, including "a resolution to receive the Sacrament of baptism and to 
keep the command ments."6b In other words, faith is only a necessary initial 
condition but not a sufficient condition for receiving the gift of salvation. 
However, the evident meaning of the Romans text (1-4) is that nothing in 
addition to faith is necessary for salvation (cf. Rom. 1:17; 4:4-5). 


In spite of the commendable insistence on the necessity of grace for 
salvation and the need for explicit faith in adults as a precondition for 


justification, it is still true that Catholicism teaches that even justification (in 
adults) is preconditioned on faith plus the resolution to do good works. 
Hence, the promise to do good works is a condition of initial justification. 
Thereby sanctification is frontloaded into justification. That is, the promise 
to live a godly life is a condition for receiving the gift of eternal life. But if 
this is so then it is not of grace but works. And for Roman Catholics, 
salvation in the ultimate sense, not just initial justification, always requires 
faith plus works to obtain eternal life. 


AN EVANGELICAL RESPONSE TO THE ARGUMENT FROM 
TRADITION 


As to Catholic arguments from tradition they too confuse reward of 
salvation and reward for service. In an attempt to stress the need for good 
works, as Over against antinomians and others, some church fathers, like 
Tertullian, stated the importance of works so strongly that it left the 
impression that works were a condition for salvation rather than an 
inevitable consequence of it. This obscures the clear plan of salvation by 
grace alone through faith alone. 


Protestants have responded in a much more biblical and balanced way. They 
insist that while we are saved by faith alone, nevertheless, the faith that 
Saves us is not alone. Faith inevitably produces good works; that is, we are 
saved by faith and for works. Works are not a condition of justification but a 
consequence of it. As James put it, we show our faith by our works (2:18). 
Further, as Paul taught in Galatians, good works are not a condition of 
sanctification. We are saved by grace and we are sanctified by grace (Titus 
2:11- 13). Also, we are justified by faith alone as well as sanctified by faith 
alone. Of course, as already noted, works flow from true faith. Thus, 
someone who is truly saved will manifest good works. If no good works are 
present there is no reason to believe that genuine faith is there. James said 
"faith without works is dead." Such faith cannot save. "Can [mere 
intellectual] faith save him?" Only the kind of faith that produces good 
works can save. So, we are not saved (i.e., do not get eternal life) by works, 
but we are saved by the kind of faith that produces good works. Demons 
have mere intellectual faith (mere mental assent) and are not saved (James 
2:19). And since works always flow from living faith (real heart 


commitment), it is appropriate that the Bible should declare that we will be 
rewarded according to our faith-produced works (1 Cor. 3:11-14; 2 Cor. 
5:10). 


Further, Protestants affirm that justification is a forensic act by which God 
declares a person righteous legally, while practical sanctification is a process 
by_which one is made righteous morally.68 The initial acts of salvation 
received the moment one believes, which for Protestants include forensic 


to get into heaven. This is evident from those who die the moment after they 
are justified, like the thief on the cross.70 Jesus said the thief would be in 
This is also true of believers who do not live a very sanctified life (such as 
Lot).71 Sanctification is the actual process by which one is made righteous 
after being declared righteous (by justification). The failure of Trent to make 
this distinction obscures the doctrine of justification. For if we must live a 
life of sanctification as a condition for our ultimate justification (i.e., to get 
to heaven), then works have nullified grace. Works have become a de facto 
condition for heaven. But we cannot work for our salvation (Rom. 4:5; Eph. 
2:8- 9); we can only work from it (Eph. 2:10). The failure to see this 
obfuscates the very grace which even Catholics admit is necessary for 
sanctification. 


Works are not necessary for re-justification. Catholic teaching on re- 
justification makes it clear that works are a condition for receiving 
salvationat least the second time. (Catholicism, like Arminianism, teaches 


the fold. This is the function of penance. The Council of Trent declared that 
the sacrament of penance "is necessary (normatively) for the salvation of 


regenerated And even though Trent declared that justification "in adults is to 
be understood as the result of antecedent grace ... without any previous merit 
on their part," nevertheless, there is a real sense in which works are a 
condition for this initial re-justification, since the work of penance is 
necessary_as a condition for obtaining it. For doing penance is explicitly 
listed as a precondition for adults who wish to be saved.74 The Council of 
Trent cited both Jesus and Peter to prove their point: "The Lord also said: 


receive baptism said: “Do penance and be baptized every_one of you' (Acts 
yates | ales 


Stressing the need for good works decreases motivation to do them. The 
Catholic insistence on good works to attain progressive and final 
justification does not provide the proper motive toward sanctification, 


grace of God not only brings us salvation (Titus 2:11) but it trains us "to 
reject godless ways" (2:12). By contrast, keeping laws in order to obtain 
grace only brings one into further bondage (cf. Rom. 8:2-3; Gal. 4:3-7; Col. 
222); 


The areas of agreement and disagreement may be summarized as follows: 


OTHER PROBLEMS WITH SALVATION BY MERITORIOUS 
WORKS 


There are many difficulties with the Roman Catholic position that salvation 
is merited. Three important ones will be discussed here. 


The Catholic Arguments for Salvation by Sacraments. While Roman 
Catholic theology claims that there is no salvation apart from God's grace, 
their view of the sacraments tends to take away in practice what they have 


be Furthermore, it is anathema to believe that "grace is not conferred from 
the work which has been worked" but has come from "faith alone."79 This 
being the case, salvation is by sacraments. God's normative way of saving 

sinners is, according to Catholic dogma, through the Catholic sacramental 

system (see chap. 13). 


Sacraments are effective objectively, whether or not their efficacy_is 


"move God to bestow the grace by their objective value. As soon as the 
sacramental sign is validly accomplished God bestows the grace."" This 
being the case, salvation is dependent on performing the works of the 
sacramental system. It is not really by grace alone through faith alone. 


The Roman Catholic Church is an institution of salvation. The sacraments 
are mediated through the Roman Catholic Church, which bestows the grace 
of God on its recipient in seven stages from birth (baptism) to death 
(extreme unction). Roman Catholicism recognizes the validity of two 
Protestant sacraments practiced outside its jurisdiction, namely, baptism and 
marriage.82 It also believes grace can be dispensed through the Lord's 


Catholic Church, are necessary for salvation. The Council of Trent reminded 
Catholics that "If anyone shall say that the sacraments of the New Law are 
necessary individually, without them or without the desire of them through 
faith alone men obtain from God the grace of justification: let him be 
anathema."84 


condemned the belief that "all Christians have the power to administer all 
the sacraments.""" Only the Catholic church has the right to do this. Trent 
made it infallible dogma that the Catholic church is God's chosen 
organization to mete out all God's sacramental grace piece-by-piece from 
birth to death; the Roman Catholic Church is an institution of salvation. 
Protestants take strong exception to this view. 


The sacrament of the Eucharist (see chap. 13) is a classic case in point. Not 
only is the Roman Catholic Church, through its priesthood, the only divinely 
instituted organization on earth to administer this sacrament, but they also 
have the divinely granted power to perform the ceremony by which the 
physical earthly elements of bread and wine are transformed into the actual 
body and blood of Christ! Perhaps one has to stand outside the Roman 
Catholic system to be properly impressed with the utter presumption that 
any institution on earth possesses such powers. Nowhere is the 
institutionalization of salvation more apparent than in this sacrament. 


The Catholic view of the Eucharist as a sacrifice vitiates salvation by grace. 
Roman Catholics view the eucharistic feast as a "sacrifice" (although a 
bloodless one).87 This idea of the Eucharist as a sacrifice is found in some 


the mass as sacrifice eventually became standard doctrine of the Western 
church-until it was rejected by Protestants in the sixteenth century."90 


Protestants reject the concept of the mass as a sacrifice (see chap. 13). For 
example, Lutheran theology declares: "Since Christ died and atoned for sin 
once and for all, and since the believer is justified by faith on the basis of 
that one-time sacrifice, there is no need for repeated sacrifices."91 
Sacerdotalism or the need for priestly consecration is also rejected: "The 
presence of Christ's body_and blood is not a result of the priest's actions. It is 


instead a consequence of the power of Jesus Christ."92 Of course, it is to be 


understood that the priest does not do this by his own power but by the 
power of God invested in him. The Protestant point is not whether the priest 
is an efficient cause or just a secondary or instrumental cause of God 
working through him. What Protestants object to is the Catholic belief that 
such divine power is invested in the Roman Catholic priesthood to both 
consecrate the elements (transforming them into the actual body and blood 
of Christ) and properly administer them. Here again, Roman Catholicism 
has institutionalized salvation, and thus corrupted the pure grace of God by 
placing it in control of a human institution and its hierarchy. 


THE PROTESTANT DEFENSE OF FORENSIC JUSTIFICATION 


The heart cry_of the Reformation was "justification by faith alone!" This 


modern Catholics have come to acknowledge that "Luther's famous formula 
“faith alone’ ... can have a good Catholic sense."93 However, it is not the 
same sense in which Protestants believe it, for, as we have seen, works are 
added to faith as a condition for ultimate justification. In order to appreciate 
the significant contribution of the Reformers it is necessary to examine the 
biblical background of the term justification. As we will see there are solid 
biblical grounds for arguing that the Protestant doctrine of forensic justifica 
tion is correct. This doctrine is found in both the Old and New Testaments, 
and was expounded by the great Reformers and their followers. 


THE BIBLICAL BASIS FOR FORENSIC JUSTIFICATION 


Old Testament Use of Forensic Justification. The background for the 
doctrine of forensic justification (as with other New Testament doctrines) is 
found in the Old Testament. The Old Testament word hitsdig, usually. 
rendered "justify," more often than not it is "used in a forensic or legal sense, 


is in harmony with the Another scholar notes, "He is righteous who is 
judged to be in the right (Ex. 23:7; Deut. 25:1); i.e., who in judgment 
through acquittal thus stands in a right relationship with God."95 Therefore, 


the majority of Reformed scholars would agree that "in the Old Testament, 
the concept of righteousness frequently_appears in a forensic or juridical 
context. A righteous man is one who has been declared by a judge to be free 


from guilt."96 This thinking on the forensic nature of the Old Testament 
terms for justification and righteousness is not restricted to evangelicals. 


‘justification’ must be defined as a declaring just by_court order."97 


New Testament Use of Forensic Justification, In the New Testament, the 
verb translated "to justify" is dikaioo. Paul used this word in a forensic or 
legal sense: the sinner is declared to be righteous (cf. Rom. 3-4), It is the 


Therefore, by dikaio, Paul means the "legal imputation of the righteousness 
of Christ to the believing 


the final judgment. "The resulting righteousness is not ethical perfection; it 
is sinlessness' in the sense that God no longer counts a man's sin against 
him (IL Cor. 5:19)."99 Thus we find in the New Testament that "jus tification 
is the declarative act of God by which, on the basis of the sufficiency _of 
Christ's atoning death, he pronounces believers to have fulfilled all of the 
requirements of the law which pertain to them."100 


A THEOLOGICAL EXPOSITION OF FORENSIC JUSTIFICATION 


Next to Martin Luther, John Calvin is usually regarded as the most 


righteous, not on account of his own righteousness, but on account of the 
righteousness of Christ located outside of man."101 The reason human 
doctrine has been misunderstood by some Protestants as well as Roman 
Catholics. The Reformed view is that although humans are lost, they_are not 
nothing, On the one hand, "In constructing a Christian anthropology, we 
must not ignore the basic nobility of man." On the other hand, "There is a 
glaring contrast between what man is truly_and essentially and what he has 


present nature signifies an existence in 


Reformed theology teaches that total depravity involves several aspects. 


Total depravity does not mean that human beings are destitute of all natural 
goodness; the imago Dei has been "effaced" but not "erased." This is often 


quite careful and precise in his criticisms-writes concerning Calvin's 
understanding of the natural person and his or her works: "Your own acts are 


since it can't bring you closer to God. Worse, everything you do is a sin."104 
However, Calvin (along with the other Reformers) was too careful an 
exegete not to be aware of Jesus' statement: "If you then, who are wicked, 
know how to give good gifts to your children, how much more will the 
Father in Heaven give the holy Spirit to those who ask him?" (Luke 
11:13).105 Calvin acknowledged that people can do good socially and 
horizontally, but spiritually they are dead in their trespasses and sins (Eph. 
2:1) and can initiate no meritorious action toward God on behalf of their 
sinful condition. They can receive eternal life by faith and faith alone. 


Early Princeton Calvinistic theologian Charles Hodge indicates that sin has 
Hence,_"Every_man should bow down before God under the humiliating 
consciousness that he is a member of an apostate race; the son of a 


initiate or attain salvation. This justification is judicial, or forensic, in nature. 
Kung defines the term justification as "a declaring just. It really implies a 
declaring just, in the sense of a leaving out of the account, a not In the Old 
Testament, David put it this way: "Happy_is he whose fault is taken away, 
whose sin is covered. Happy the man to whom the LORD imputes not guilt" 
(Ps. 32:1-2). In the New Testament, Paul said that "God was reconciling the 
world to himself in Christ, not counting their trespasses against them" (2 


by_grace alone through faith alone on account of Christ alone is the absolute 
truth by which the church stands or falls. It is this truth that makes 
Christianity Christian and the church really the church, preserving it from 


idolatry, preventing its secularization, providing the charter of its career, and 
offering believers a solid basis and direction for their daily life."108 


As we have shown, these valuable insights into the doctrine of justification 
had been largely lost throughout much of Christian history, and it was the 
Reformers who recovered this biblical truth. And although some 
contemporary Catholics are beginning to acknowledge the Protestant 
contribution of forensic justification, it was not spelled out by the Council of 
Trent. Indeed, while there may be no logical incompatibility of forensic 
justification with the Roman Catholic concept of initial justification, there 
are serious problems with the Catholic concept of progressive justification. 
In short, in spite of its insistence on the need for grace, it is a system of 
works based on merit that tends to negate in practice what has been affirmed 
in theory about (initial) justification by grace apart from works. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


We have shown that the characteristically Protestant concept of forensic 
justification is grounded in both the Old and New Testaments. However, 
during the patristic, and especially the later medieval periods, forensic 
justification was largely lost to an emphasis on the need for good works as a 
ground for justification in the progressive and final sense of the term, if not 
for initial justification. Still, the theological formulations of such figures as 
Augustine, Anselm, and Aquinas did not preclude a rediscovery of this 
"judicial" element in the Pauline doctrine of justification. Indeed, some 
scholars see at least implied forensic justification in these early Fathers. 


The Reformers, however, recovered the biblical view of divine imputation of 
the alien righteousness of Christ to the believer and of forensic justification, 
that a person is legally declared righteous by God on the basis of faith alone. 
In so doing, their principle of "salvation by grace alone through faith alone" 
gave a more biblical specificity to the common Augustinian view of 


"salvation by grace" held by Catholics and Protestants alike. However, the 
Catholic view of justification, made dogma by the Council of Trent, 
obscured the pure grace of God, if not at times negating it in practice. 
Indeed, it was condemned as heretical by the Reformers. Both 
sacramentalism and sacerdotalism vitiated and institutionalized grace so that 
it was incorporated into a system of works. Nonetheless, at least officially, 
though not in practice, Rome has not always held the common Augustinian 
belief of salvation by grace. In this way they have avoided even more 
serious doctrinal error. 


13 
SACRAMENTALISM 


The sacraments are at the heart of Roman Catholic religious practices. It is 
not possible to understand the essence of Catholicism without them, 
especially the sacrament of the mass. According to Catholic dogma there are 
seven sacraments, all of which are causes of God's grace on his church. 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC VIEW OF THE SACRAMENTS 


The Council of Trent proclaimed infallibly of the sacraments that "If anyone 
shall say that the sacraments of the New Law were not all instituted by Jesus 
Christ our Lord ... let him be anathema."1 This excommunication includes 
almost all Protestants,2 since most affirm that there are less than seven 
Sacraments. This condemnation has never and can never be revoked since it 
is an infallible ex cathedra pronouncement of the Roman Catholic Church. 


THE NATURE OF THE SACRAMENTS 


A sacrament is a cause of grace. According to Roman Catholic authority 


Peter Lombard, defined it "not merely_as a sign but as a cause of grace,"4 
which is the meaning it retains today in Catholic theology. Ott informs us 
that "The Roman Catechism (II, I, 8) defines a Sacrament as ‘a thing 


perceptible to the senses, which on the grounds of Divine institution 


through faith ... let him be anathema."6 Furthermore, it is wrong to deny 
"that grace,_as far as concerns God's part, is not given through the 
sacraments always and to all men...."" According to Catholic dogma it is 
anathema to claim that "grace is not conferred from the work which has 
been worked [ex opere operato] but that faith alone ... suffices to obtain 
grace."8 


A sacrament has two aspects: the outward sign and the inner grace conveyed 
by_it. An outward sacramental sign has two dimensions: matter and form. 
"The outward sign of the sacrament is composed of two essential parts, 
namely, thing and word."9 The "thing" (matter) is either a physical 
substance (such as water or oil) or an action that is perceptible to the senses 
(such as absolution or marriage). The "word" (form) is usually a spoken 
word at the time the sacrament is administered. The second aspect, that of 
conveying inner grace, concerns the function of the sacraments. 


THE FUNCTION OF THE SACRAMENTS 


It is through the outward sacramental sign that the inner workings of God's 
grace occur. It is essential to Catholic faith to affirm that "the Sacraments of 
the New Covenant contain the grace which they signify, and bestow it on 


those who do not hinder it."10 Sacraments are effective objectively, whether 


immediately, without the mediation of fiducial faith." However, “it is true 
that in the adult recipient, faith is an indispensable pre-condition or a 


disposing cause, but it is not an efficient cause of grace."11 In order to 
designate the objective efficacy of a sacrament, Catholic theology coined 


worked); that is, "the Sacraments operate by the power of the completed 


sacramental rite.""12 The Reformers vigorously opposed this phrase since 
they believed it demeaned the grace of God. Nonetheless, Catholics hold 


and bestow the salvation they 


Catholic scholars differ as to precisely how the sacraments work. According 
to the "moral mode of operation" view (following after Scotus), the 
sacraments 


move God to bestow the grace by their objective value. As soon as the 
sacramental sign is vividly accomplished God bestows the grace, [either] 
because He has bound Himself by_a treaty to do so by the institution of the 
Sacraments (thus the older Scotists), or because the sacramental signs 


certain sense, they_are the actions of 


According to this explanation, "God gives grace immediately on account of 
the moral pressure exercised on Him by_the Sacrament."15 Another view, 
favored by many Catholic scholars (following after Aquinas), is the 
"physical mode of operation" which states: 


indwelling in them, they cause the grace which they signify. God, as causa 
principalis [principal cause] of grace, makes use of the sacramental sign as a 
physical instrument in order to produce through it the sacramental grace in 


corresponding to its special purpose. Most Catholic theologians believe that 
God conveys the same measure of grace on each of the sacrament's 
recipients. This grace continues until the death of its receiver.17 


conferred unless the priest administers it with good intentions and in accord 


with the intentions of the church.19 And no priest may, without sinning, 
disdain or omit the administration of any sacrament.20 


THE NECESSITY OF THE SACRAMENTS 


The purpose of a sacrament is to bestow the grace of God through the 
Roman Catholic Church21 to its recipient in seven stages from birth 
salvation. The Council of Trent reminded Catholics that "If anyone shall say 
that the sacraments of the New Law are not necessary for salvation, but are 
superfluous, and that, although all are not necessary individually, without 
them or without the desire of them through faith alone men obtain from God 
the grace of justification: let him be anathema."22 Protestants, of course, 
take exception with this. 


THE NUMBER AND DEFENSE OF THE SACRAMENTS 


The Council of Trent proclaimed that "If anyone shall say that the 
sacraments of the New Law were not all instituted by Jesus Christ our Lord, 
or that there are more or less than seven, namely baptism, confirmation, 


that any_one of these seven is not truly_and strictly a sacrament: let him be 
anath ema."23 In brief, there are seven and only these seven sacraments. 


According to Catholic theology, "Holy Scripture attests that Christ 
Consecration. The other Sacraments ... were [already] in existence in 
apostolic times."24 The apostles simply became the dispensers of these 
sacraments. 


Acknowledging that neither the Bible nor the Fathers enumerate these seven 
sacraments as such, Roman Catholic scholars seek other-theological, 


Church from the 13th century on.25 Historically, they point to the fact that 


"The Greek-Orthodox Church ... agrees that there are seven Sacra According 


firmly to the sevenfold number of the Sacraments."27 Speculatively, 
grounds for the seven sacraments is sought in "The appropri ateness of the 
number seven of the Sacraments [which] flows from the analogy to the 
supernatural life of the soul with the natural life of the body." For example, 
Baptism; brought to growth by Confirmation; nourished by the Eucharist; 
cured from the diseases of sins and [cured] from the weakness arising from 
these by_ Penance and Extreme Unction." And "By the two social 


Roman Catholics insist that for these reasons there are seven and only seven 
sacraments-the ones their church has infallibly proclaimed and enumerated. 


THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE SACRAMENTS 


Ott notes that, "Except for Baptism and Matrimony, a special priestly or 


"all Christians have the power to administer all the sacraments.""30 Further, 
"The validity and efficacy of the Sacraments is independent of the minister's 
orthodoxy _and state of grace."31 That is, the priest does not have to be holy 
or heresy-free in order for the sacraments to convey grace. 


Only human beings are valid recipients of sacraments. And, "excepting the 
Sacrament of Penance, neither orthodox belief nor moral worthiness is 


"the intention of receiving the Sacrament is necessary."33 Also, in adults, 
moral worthiness in the sense of removing any obstacle to grace "is 
necessary for the worthy or fruitful reception of the Sacraments."34 


A DISCUSSION OF SOME CRUCIAL SACRAMENTS 


From a Catholic point of view, all the sacraments are crucial, but from an 
evangelical Protestant perspective, baptism, communion, and holy orders are 
especially important to our differences with Catholics. (Since holy orders is 
the subject of the next chapter, we will concentrate on the first two here.) 
Although Catholics and Protestants disagree about the number of the 
sacraments, the latter generally affirming only baptism and communion, the 
difference on the nature of the sacraments is more crucial. 


THE SACRAMENT OF BAPTISM 


The Council of Trent declared that the sacrament of baptism must be 


not a guarantee of salvation, for even the regenerate can lose their 
salvation.38 


Even baptism done by Protestants and other non-Catholics (including 
heretics) in the name of the Trinity is valid.39 But the denial of infant 


are to be rebaptized ... let them be anathema."42 This, of course, 
anathematizes all Baptists and like groups, including the authors of this 
book! 


Crucial to the debate between Catholics and evangelicals is the Catholic 
belief that "baptism confers the grace of justification."43 Since this is an ex 
cathedra pronouncement of the Catholic church it is not negotiable. The 
Council of Trent declared: "If anyone denies that by the grace of our Lord 
Jesus Christ which is conferred in Baptism, the guilt of original sin is remit 
red;_or even assert that the whole of that which has the true and proper 


nature of sin is not taken away ... let him be anathema."44 This does not 
mean that the tendency to sin (concupiscence) is removed but that the actual 
(ontological) stain of the guilt of our sins is taken away by baptism. 


Elaborating on the Catholic dogma of justification by baptism Ott 
comments: 


As justification consists, negatively, in the remission of sin, positively, in the 
sanctification and renewal of the inner man (D 799), so Baptism, provided 


A host of proof tests are offered in support of the belief in infant salvation 
by baptism. For a complete discussion of them, and a response to them, see 
Appendix E. 


THE SACRAMENT OF THE EUCHARIST (COMMUNION) 


Few issues better illustrate the difference between Catholics and Protestants 
than the doctrine of communion. This is especially true with regard to the 

Catholic dogma of transubstantiation, which holds that, during communion, 
the wine and bread are transformed into the actual body and blood of Christ. 


Different Understandings Concerning the Lord's Supper. Christians have 
historically taken different approaches toward the "eucharistic feast." The 
Eastern Orthodox view dates back to the earliest times in Christendom, and 
interprets communion in much the same way _as do Roman Catholics-with 
one important difference. Orthodox believers agree that when the priest 


change."'46 Eastern Orthodoxy has always held that Western Christianity 
(both Roman Catholic and Protestant)-under the influence of thinkers such 
as Augustine and Aquinas-has preempted the faith of mystery (see Appendix 
A). 


The Lutheran view of the Lord's Supper, sometimes called 
"consubstantiation," is that Christ's body and blood are in, with, and under 
the elements. Luther believed that the actual body of Christ, being in and 
under the elements, penetrates the elements in the same way that fire 
penetrates He rejected Catholic "transubstantiation,’ stating: "It is not that 
the bread and wine have become Christ's body and blood, but that we now 
have the body_and blood in addition to the bread and wine."48 Thus, as we 


The Reformed view of the Lord's Supper is that the bread and the wine 
contain the body and blood of Christ spiritually. Christ is found in the 


way. John Calvin used the sun as an illustration, stating that "The sun 
remains in the heavens, yet its warmth and light are present on earth. So the 


radiance of the Spirit conveys to us the communion of Christ's flesh and 
blood."50 


Finally, we have the "memorial" view of the Lord's Supper. This position 
states that communion is primarily a commemoration of Christ's death on 
the cross, following Jesus' words "Do this in remembrance of me." 
Adherents of this view included the Anabaptists and modern Baptist (and 
"baptistic") churches. These groups often prefer to use the term "ordinance" 
rather than "sacrament" when referring to the eucharistic event (i.e., 
communion). 


The crucial difference in the various views is whether the communion bread 
and the wine are the body and blood of Christ physically, spiritually, or only 
symbolically. We now move to the Roman Catholic "transubstantiation" 
view, which holds that the communion elements are transformed into the 
literal physical body and blood of Christ. 


Blood, in order to offer Himself in an unbloody manner to the Heavenly 
Father, and to give Himself to the faithful as nourishment for their souls."51 
In the words of the irrevocable pronouncement of the Council of Trent, 


the nourishing sacrament of the Holy Eucharist after the consecration of the 
bread and the wine our Lord Jesus Christ, true God and man, is truly, really, 


other sacraments, that it is a “symbol of a sacred thing and a visible form of 
an invisible grace’; but this excellent and peculiar thing is found in it, that 
the other sacraments first have the power of sanctifying, when one uses 
them, but in the Eucharist there is the Author of sanctity Himself before it is 
used The reason the Eucharist is the greatest sacrament for Catholics is 
found in the doctrine of transubstantiation. Trent made it an official part of 
Catholic faith that "by the consecration of the bread and wine a conversion 
takes place of the whole substance of the bread into the substance of the 
body of Christ our Lord, and of the whole substance of the wine into the 
substance of His blood. This conversion is appropriately called 
transubstantiation by the Catholic 


Since in transubstantiation the elements become the actual body_and blood 


worshiped (e.g,, John 20:28), and since in the mass the bread and wine are 
transformed into the actual body and blood of Christ, there is no reason that 
the elements should not be worshiped as God. Thus, Trent declared that "If 


adored, and that the adorers are idolaters: let him be anathema."56 


Transubstantiation Defended. The Catholic defense of the doctrine of 
transubstantiation is based primarily on the words of Christ when he 
instituted this sacrament at the Last Supper: "This is my body" (Matt. 26:26; 


cf. 1 Cor. 11:24). Other passages are sometimes used, especially John 6:53, 
where Jesus said, "unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his 
blood, you do not have life within you." Of course, the key to the Roman 
Catholic view is interpreting Jesus' words literally rather than symbolically. 
Ott summarizes the argument as follows: 


The necessity of accepting a literal interpretation in this case is however 
evident: 


a) From the nature of the words used. One specially notes the realistic 
expressions alathas brosis = true, real food (v. 55); alathas posis = true, real 
drink (v. 55); trogein = to gnaw, to chew, to eat (v. 54 et seq.). 


b) From the difficulties created by a figurative interpretation. In the 
language of the Bible to eat a person's flesh and drink his blood in the 
metaphorical sense means to persecute him in a bloody fashion, to destroy 
him. Cf. Ps. 26, 2; Is. 9, 20; 49, 26; Mich. 3, 3. 


c) From the reactions of the listeners, which Jesus does not correct, as He 
had done previously in the case of misunderstandings (cf. John 3, 3 et seq.; 
4, 32 et seq.; Mt. 16, 6 et seq.). In this case, on the contrary He confirms 
their literal acceptance of His words at the risk that His Disciples and His 
Apostles might desert Him (v. 60 et seq.). 


THE EVANGELICAL RESPONSE TO THE CATHOLIC VIEW OF 
THE SACRAMENTS 


THE NUMBER OF THE SACRAMENTS 


Ott frankly admits that "Holy Writ ... does not summarize them in the figure 
seven. Again no formal enumeration of the seven Sacraments is found in the 


doctrinal decisions of the Church, the Fathers and the theologians 
presuppose the existence of the individual Sacraments as something handed 
down from antiquity. From this one may infer that the seven Sacraments 
existed in the Church from the very 


The argument for seven sacraments scarcely needs critique; the lack of 
scriptural and historical support speaks for itself. There is no real basis in the 
Bible, the Fathers, or church councils for the enumeration of seven. The 
decision to recognize seven and only seven was late (13th century). The 
other argument is the weak one from analogy. Catholic scholars claim that 
seven sacraments exist in Scripture implicitly like the Trinity does. This is a 
false analogy since all the premises from which the Trinity is derived are 
taught explicitly in Scripture, namely: (1) there is one God, and (2) there are 
three persons who are God: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Hence, (3) there 
must be three persons in the one God. But nowhere does the Bible explicitly 
teach that marriage, penance, and confirmation, for example, are sacraments. 
These activities are no more sacraments than Bible reading, which is also a 
means of receiving grace (Ps. 119; Rom. 10:17; Rev. 1:3). At best, Catholic 
scholars can point to the acts or events corresponding to these seven 
sacraments in Scripture, but proving they were sacraments as Catholicism 
understands them (namely, as a cause of grace) is another matter. 


THE NATURE AND NECESSITY FOR SACRAMENTS 


Catholic theology claims that sacraments are an actual cause of grace to the 
sanctification to occur in the infant recipient's life, even though the child has 
not exercised any_actual faith in God.59 Likewise, the Eucharist actually 
conveys the literal physical body and blood of Christ to the recipient. 
Evangelical Protestants reject this view in favor of a view we believe is 
grounded in Scripture. 


The Catholic concept of a sacrament causing grace ex opere operato (by the 


the power to give the individual the benefits of immortality in a mechanical 
certainly was not Paul's view, either of salvation or of the operation of the 
Christian sacraments." By contrast, sacraments "were considered to be 
were unfit to participate in the new order inaugurated by the person and 
work of Jesus Christ. Pagan sacraments, on the contrary, conveyed their 
benefits ex opere operato.""60 


BAPTISMAL JUSTIFICATION/SANCTIFICATION 


Since our response to Roman Catholic use of Scripture to support baptismal 
regeneration is found in Appendix E, here we will concentrate on other 
problems with viewing baptism as a saving sacrament. The following 
critiques are offered from a Reformed/Baptist view. The Lutheran/Anglican 
belief in baptismal regeneration admittedly causes tension with the 
Protestant principle of justification by faith alone (see Appendix E). Thus 
from a Reformed/ Baptistic perspective: 


Baptismal regeneration appears to be contrary to grace. The belief that 
baptism brings regeneration seems inconsistent with the biblical teaching on 
God's grace, namely, that salvation comes by grace through faith and not by 
any works of righteousness, including baptism. Baptism is called a work of 
"righteousness" in Matthew 3:15, but Paul declared that it was "not because 
of any righteous deeds we have done but because of his mercy, he saved us" 
(Titus 3:5). He also said that it is "by grace you have been saved through 
faith, and this is not from you; it is the gift of God; it is not from works, so 
no one may boast" (Eph. 2:8-9). So, baptism appears to be no more 
necessary for being saved than is any other "work of righteousness." Indeed, 
any work of righteousness to obtain salvation is contrary to grace. 


Baptismal regeneration is in conflict with the need for faith. Throughout the 
Bible it is faith and faith alone61 that is commanded as a condition for 
receiving God's gift of salvation. When the Philippian jailor asked, "What 
must I do to be saved?" Paul answered, "Believe in the Lord Jesus Christ 
and you and your household will be saved" (Acts 16:30-31). In the entire 
Gospel of John belief is the only thing required to receive eternal life. Jesus 


said, "God so loved the world that he gave his only Son, so that everyone 
who believes in him might not perish but might have eternal life" (John 
3:16). He added, "Whoever believes in the Son has eternal life" (John 3:36), 
and "whoever hears my word and believes in the one who sent me has 
eternal life and will not come to condemnation, but has passed from death to 
life" (John 5:24). If baptism-or anything in addition to belief-is necessary for 
salvation, then it seems difficult to exonerate Jesus from misleading his 
audience. 


Baptismal regeneration is contrary to the teaching of Paul. The great apostle 
called of God to take the gospel to the Gentiles said emphatically, "Christ 
did not send me to baptize but to preach the gospel" (1 Cor. 1:17), thus 
putting the "gospel" and "baptism" in opposition. Clearly, baptism is not part 
of the gospel. But the gospel "is the power of God for the salvation of 
everyone who believes" (Rom. 1:16). Since, then, the gospel saves us and 
baptism is not part of the gospel, it follows that baptism cannot be part of 
what saves us. Baptism, rather, is an outward sign of what saves us, namely, 
the regeneration of the Holy Spirit in the lives of those who believe the 
gospel. 


"Baptism of desire" proves baptism is not essential to salvation. According 
to Roman Catholic theology someone can be saved who has never been 


possibility of salvation without actual membership ... in the Church." 


The same applies to those who suffered and were not baptized-the socalled 
baptism of blood. As Augustine acknowledged, "I find not only suffering for 
the sake of Christ can replace that which is lacking in Baptism, but also faith 


the celebration of the mystery of Baptism."" So even within Catholic 
theology there can be salvation without baptism, proving that baptism is not 
essential to salvation. Indeed, the thief on the cross was saved by faith alone 
apart from baptism or other good works (Luke 23:43). 


Of course, as already noted, this is also an intramural Protestant debate, 
since many Protestants also believe in baptismal regeneration. Further, the 
outcome of this debate is not crucial to the argument against the Catholic 
sacramental system. For to them, all sacraments cause grace and are not 
merely a sign or means of grace. With this Protestants disagree. 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION 


More important than the differences over baptism is the disagreement about 
communion. Roman Catholic scholars argue that Jesus' words should be 
taken in a physical sense when he said of the bread and wine "This is my 
body" and when he said "unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and 
drink his blood, you do not have life within you." But evangelicals believe 
there are several good reasons for rejecting this interpretation. 


It is not necessary to take these phrases literally. Jesus' words need not be 


Jesus often spoke in metaphors and figures of speech." He said, "I am the 
gate" (John 10:9) and "I am the true vine" (John 15:1), and Roman Catholic 
scholars do not take these statements literally, even though they come from 
the same book that records "This is my body"! It is, therefore, not necessary 
to take Jesus literally when he said "this is my body" or "eat my flesh." Jesus 
often spoke in graphic parables and figures, as he himself said (Matt. 13:10- 


11). As we shall see, these can be understood from the context. 


It is not plausible to take Jesus' words literally. In response to the Catholic 
argument, first of all, the vividness of the phrases are no proof of their literal 
intent. The Psalms are filled with vivid figures of speech. God is depicted as 
a rock (Ps. 18:3), a bird (Ps. 63:7), a tower (Prov. 18:10), and many other 
ways in Holy Writ. Yet Catholic scholars do not take these to have a literal, 
physical referent. Further, the Bible often uses the language of ingesting in a 
figurative sense. "0 taste and see that the Lord is good" is a case in point (Ps. 
34:9 NKJV). The apostle John himself was told to eat a scroll (God's word) 
in the Apocalypse: "Take and swallow it." John did and said, "when I had 
eaten it, my stomach turned sour" (Rev. 10:9-10). What could be more 
vivid? This, however, was all part of a vision John had referring to his 
receiving God's word (the scroll). Even Peter tells young believers, "like 


newborn infants, long for pure spiritual milk" (1 Pet. 2:2). And the writer of 
Hebrews speaks of mature Christians eating "solid food" (5:14) and of 
others who "tasted the heavenly gift" (6:4). 


Neither is it necessary, as Catholic scholars suggest, to take flesh and blood 
literally because this phrase was used that way in many places in other 
contexts. The same words have different meanings in different contexts. The 
word "flesh" (Gk: sarx) is often used in the New Testament in a spiritual, 
non-physical sense of the fallen nature of human beings, such as when Paul 
said, "I know that good does not dwell in me, that is, in my flesh" (Rom. 
7:18; cf. Gal. 5:17). Meaning is discovered by context, not simply by 
whether the same or similar words are used. The same words are used in 
very different ways in different contexts. Even the word "body" (Gk: soma), 
which means a physical body when used of an individual human being 
sometimes means the mystical body of Christ, the church, in other contexts 
(cf. Eph. 1:22-23), as both Catholics and Protestants acknowledge. 


(John 6:52) without his explicit and immediate rebuke is not a good 
argument. Jesus rebuked their understanding, at least implicitly, when he 
said later in the same discourse, "It is the spirit that gives life, while the flesh 


6:63).66 To borrow a phrase from Paul, Jesus' words are to be "judged 
spiritually" (1 Cor. 2:14; cf. Matt. 16:17), not in a gross physical sense. 
Also, Jesus did not have to rebuke them explicitly in order for their 
interpretation to be wrong, since a literalistic understanding in this context 
would have been so unreasonable that no disciple would have expected the 
Lord to be making such an absurd statement. After all, if the disciples had 
taken these words literally they could have thought he was suggesting 
cannibalism. 


Neither is the appeal to an alleged miraculous transformation of the elements 
called for in this context. The only miracle in this connection is the feeding 
of the five thousand (John 6:11), which was the occasion for this discourse 
on the bread of life (John 6:35). An appeal to miracles of transubstantiation 
here is deus ex machina; that is, it is a vain attempt to evoke God to keep an 
implausible interpretation from collapsing. 


Finally, appeal to the church fathers to support the Trentian dogma of 
transubstantiation is poorly grounded for many reasons. First, as even 
Catholic scholars admit, the Fathers were by no means unanimous in their 
interpretation, and yet Trent speaks of the "unanimous consent of the 
Fathers" as the means of determining true apostolic tradition. But some 
Fathers clearly opposed the idea of taking literally the phrase "this is my 
body." Second, many of the Fathers simply supported the idea of Jesus' real 
presence in the communion, not that the elements were literally transformed 
into the actual body and blood of Christ. So the later dogma of 
transubstantiation cannot be based on any early or unanimous consent of the 
Fathers which Catholics claim for it. 


The Eastern Orthodox Church, whose roots are at least_as old as the Roman 
communion but never the Roman Catholic dogma of transubstantiation (see 
Likewise, the Lutheran understanding, which rejects transubstantiation, 
appeals to the same Fathers in support of their view over against 
Catholicism. Finally, as noted before, the Fathers had only a fallible 
interpretation of the infallible Word. They could be-and often werewrong. 
So there is no reason why they could not be wrong on this issue as well. 


The Catholic church's use of the Fathers to proclaim a doctrine as infallibly 
true is not always consistent with the evidence. For sometimes their 
proclamation of a view as apostolic truth is not as well supported in the early 
fathers. In the final analysis, the decision of the teaching magisterium to 
proclaim a view on an article of faith is not based on the evidence, and its 
appeal to the Fathers and councils is uneven and after the fact. For example, 
when the Catholic church pronounces infallible a view that earlier Fathers 
and councils condemned, it ignores their statements against it, but when only 
a few early fathers and councils support a view they desire to pronounce de 
fide, then they point triumphantly to this minority voice. The truth is that the 
Catholic church's use of the Fathers is not only inconsistent but also circular. 
For the Fathers are used as a basis for the infallible teaching of the church, 
but the infallible teaching of the church is the basis for the use of the 
Fathers. 


It is not possible to take a literal view. In at least one important respect it is 
logically impossible (inconsistent) for an orthodox Christian to hold to a 


literal interpretation of Jesus' words at the Last Supper. For, when Jesus said 
of the bread in his hand "this is my body, " no disciple present could 
possibly have understood him to mean that the bread was actually his 
physical body since he was still with them in his physical body, the hands of 
which were holding that very bread. Otherwise, we must believe that Christ 
was holding his own body in his own hands. This reminds one of the 
medieval myth of the saint whose head was cut off yet he put it in his mouth 
and swam across the river! 


logically would involve two bodies and two incarnations of Christ, which is 
contrary to the orthodox doctrine of the Incarnation. 


It is idolatrous to worship the host. As we have seen, it is an official dogma 
of Roman Catholicism that the consecrated Eucharist can and should be 
worshiped. But many Protestants believe this is a form of idolatry.69 For it 
is the worship of something which the God-given senses of every normal 
human being inform them is a finite creation of God, namely, bread and 
wine. It is to worship God under a physical image which is clearly forbidden 
in the Ten Commandments (Exod. 20:4). 


Furthermore, the appeal to some kind of ubiquitous presence of the body of 
Christ or omnipresence of Christ as God in the host does not resolve the 
problem. That is, to consider the eucharistic elements to be only the 
"accidental clothing" under which Christ is somehow localized does not 
avoid the difficulty, for, using the same argument, one could justify pagans 
worshiping stones or statues, since God is everywhere present, even in their 
objects of worship. So by the same kind of argument that Roman Catholics 
would use to justify their worship of the host, pagan and other non-Christian 
idolatry also can be justified. After all, no animistic pagan really worships 
the stone. What he worships is the spirit that animates it. 


Finally, to claim that the consecrated host is anything but a finite creature 
undermines the very epistemological basis by which we know anything in 
the empirical world and, indirectly, the very historical basis of support for 
the truth about the incarnate Christ, his death, and resurrection. For if the 
senses cannot be trusted when they experience the communion elements 
then the disciples could not have even verified Christ's claims to be 
resurrected. Jesus said, "Look at my hands and my feet, that it is I myself. 
Touch me and see, because a ghost does not have flesh and bones as you can 
see I have" (Luke 24:39, emphasis added; cf. John 20:27). John said of 
Christ that he was "What was from the beginning, what we have heard, what 
we have seen with our eyes, what we looked upon and touched with our 
hands" (1 John 1:1, emphasis added). 


The mass shows no evidence of the miraculous. The Roman Catholic 
response to the foregoing arguments is that the mass is a miracle and, 
therefore, appealing to the normal, natural way of observing things is 
irrelevant. Miracles are not normal occurrences. This strategy, however, will 
not work, since the mass shows absolutely no evidence of being a miracle. 


First, using the same kind of reasoning to try to justify an invisible material 
substance miraculously replacing the empirically obvious signs of bread and 
wine, one could justify the belief in Santa Claus at Christmas or a little 
invisible gremlin moving the hands on one's watch. Transubstantiation is 
literally not sensible, even though its object is a sensible (i.e., physical) 
body. Philosophically, it is an empirically unknowable event in the empirical 
world, and theologically, it is a matter of pure faith. Catholics must simply 
believe what the teaching magisterium tells them, namely, that the host is 
really Jesus' body, even though their senses tell them otherwise. 


Second, if the mass is a miracle, then virtually any natural empirical event 
could also be a miracle, since miracles could be happening without any 
empirical evidence they were. This is like a physical resurrection without an 
empty tomb. If this is true, then nothing is a miracle. Hence, claiming that 
the mass is a miracle undermines the very nature of miracles themselves, at 
least as special events with apologetic value. 


Third, it is futile for Catholic apologists to appeal to special divine 
appearances (theophanies) in an attempt to avoid these criticisms, for in so 


doing they overlook a very important difference. When God himself appears 
in a finite form it is an obvious miraculous appearance that one knows 
clearly is not a normal event. That is, there are supernatural manifestations, 
voices, prophecies, or unusual events of nature connected with it (cf. Exod. 
3:1-6). The mass has no such events associated with it. Indeed, nowhere in 
the New Testament are the normal words for miracle (sign, wonder, power) 
used of the communion. There is absolutely no evidence that it is anything 
but a natural event with natural elements on which Christ places special 
spiritual blessings (and/or presence) as we "remember" his death (1 Cor. 
11:25). 


THE MASS AS A SACRIFICE 


Roman Catholics (and Anglicans)70 view the eucharistic feast as a sacrifice 


(C. A.D. 540-604), who was elected pope in A.D. 590.72 Gregory held that 
at every mass Christ was sacrificed afresh and consequently "This notion of 
the mass as sacrifice eventually became standard doctrine of the Western 
church-until it was rejected by Protestants in the sixteenth century."73 


titled On the Body_and Blood of the Lord, addressed this issue. Radbertus 
taught that Christ is "corporeally" present during communion. The early 
church had considered the Eucharist a fellowship meal. Hence, "The new 


to treat Christ as a victim, rather than as the host [of the feast], to think of 
itself as offering him to the Father, rather than as coming to be nourished at 
his table.""74 Thus, the Lord's Supper-which the early church viewed as a 
fellowship meal-became a sacrifice. The remembrance of a sacrifice 
becomes anew enactment of that sacrifice.75 While, as Roman Catholics 
point out, the New Testament term "remembrance" (Gk: anamnesis) is often 
used in a sacrificial context, it does not justify their contention that 
communion is a sacrifice. What Jesus said was that, in participating in 
communion, we are remembering his sacrifice on the cross, not reenacting 
it. 


Lutheran theology also rejects the concept of the mass as a sacrifice: "Since 
Christ died and atoned for sin once and for all, and since the believer is 
justified by faith on the basis of that one-time sacrifice, there is no need for 
repeated sacrifices."76 Sacerdotalism is also rejected: "The presence of 
Christ's body_and blood is not a result of the priest's actions. It is instead a 
consequence of the power of Jesus Christ."77 But even granting that God is 


Catholic sacerdotal belief that the priest is a secondary cause or instrument 
through which God accomplishes such a transformation. It is contrary to the 
transform a creation (the bread and wine) into the actual body_of the Creator 
(Christ).78 The whole concept of re-enacting and re-presenting Christ's 
sacrifice on the cross is contrary to the clear teaching of Hebrews that this 
sacrifice occurred once for all time (Heb. 10:12-14). Thus, when the Council 


in the mass, it violates the clear teaching of Scripture. 
THE CORPOREAL PRESENCE OF CHRIST 
As mentioned earlier, the doctrine of the corporeal presence of Christ during 


the eucharistic feast poses another problem for most evangelicals8° Brown 
summarizes the difficulty that Roman Catholics (and Lutherans) face: "In 


possess one of the so-called attributes of the majesty of God, namely, 
omnipresence or ubiquity." Simply_put, "To believe that Jesus was in two 
places at once is something of a denial of the incarnation, which limited his 
physical human nature to one location."82 This eucharistic understanding is 
fraught with difficulties. In an effort to preserve the "actual presence," one 


Council of Ephesus (A.D. 431), and this official condemnation was 
reaffirmed at Chalcedon (A.D. 451).83 Thus, by the same logic, should not 
the co-mingling of the divine and human in the substance of the communion 
elements also be condemned as unorthodox? 


THE SACRAMENTALS 


Lastly, we briefly mention something that the Roman Catholic Church calls 
the "Sacramentals"-not to be confused with the sacraments. Sacramentals 
include blessed ashes on Ash Wednesday, holy water, the sign of the cross, 
candles, the rosary, fasts, and the like. They_are defined as "things or actions 
which the church uses in a certain imitation of'the Sacraments, in order, in 


Sacramentals differ from sacraments in that Roman Catholics believe that 
the latter were instituted by_Christ and the former by_the church. 
Sacramentals also differ from sacraments "in the effects they produce. 


Because sacramentals are not thought to be grace-producing in themselves, 
they are less problematic for evangelicals than the sacraments. The 
difference between Catholics and evangelicals here is more ceremonial than 
substantial. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


The sacraments, especially the Eucharist, are at the heart of Roman Catholic 
belief and practice. Indeed, they have institutionalized them and, hence, are 
deserving of the title "an institution of salvation." Salvation is dispensed by 
the Catholic church to each recipient piece by piece from birth to death. 
Luther's heartbeat was to liberate the Christian soul from the heavy burden 
of institutionalized salvation. Even Catholic scholar Louis Bouyer asserted 
that Luther's Babylonian Captivity had "the sole, fundamental aim" of 
separating the individual soul, in its living relation with God, from all the 
complexities of an ecclesiastical organism which would stifle it, once the 
means of grace were either misdirected or made an end in themselves.86 
What Bouyer seems to forget, however, is that this is precisely what 
happened in Roman Catholicism. 


Few things involve greater differences between Catholics and Protestants 
than the sacraments. Catholics believe that a sacrament is a cause of grace. 


believe in transubstantiation; all historic orthodox Protestants do not.88 We 
have examined both the arguments from the Bible and tradition in support of 
the Roman Catholic view and found them wanting. In fact, some dimensions 
of Roman Catholic teaching on the sacraments clearly contradict Scripture, 
other orthodox Christian teaching, and even fact and logic. Even Luther-who 
was the least radical of the Reformers with regard to church practices- 
retained many _of the external ceremonies "so _as not to disturb 


In view of these significant differences between Roman Catholic and 
evangelical Protestant doctrine, realism demands one take a less optimistic 
view than the ecumenical call, "Rome is home." As long as Roman 
Catholics maintain that these are unnegotiable dogmas, we will have to find 
ecclesiastical lodging elsewhere, in spite of all the other doctrines on which 
we agree (see Part One) and the practical areas in which we can cooperate 
(see Part Three). 


ECCLESIOLOGY 


Some of the greatest differences between Catholics and evangelicals concern 
the doctrine of the church, or ecclesiology. Of course, here too there are 
areas of common agreement, such as the foundation of the church by Christ, 
Christ being the head of the church (which has a visible as well as invisible 
dimension to it), that the sacraments (ordinances) include baptism and 


and others (see Part One).1 Our purpose here, however, is to explore some 
of the significant differences. In chapter 11 we discussed such differences as 
the primacy of Peter, apostolic succession, and the infallibility of the church 
of Rome. The main areas of dispute left for discussion here are the visibility, 
unity, priestly authority, and constituency of the church. 


THE VISIBILITY OF THE CHURCH 


According to Catholic doctrine, the church is not merely an invisible 
mystical body but also a visible organization on earth whose headquarters is 


in Rome. This they attempt to support by arguments from both Scripture and 
sacred tradition. 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE VISIBILITY OF THE CHURCH 


Pope Leo XIII declared that "When one visualizes the ultimate purpose of 
the Church and the proximate causes of effecting sanctity, she is, in fact, 
spiritual. But when one considers the members of the Church and the means 
which lead to the spiritual gifts, then she is externally and necessarily visi 
ble."2 Pope Pius XII confirmed this teaching that the church is visible in his 


communities of Christians, in spite of their difference in Faith."3 The 
Council of Trent declared that, "Since in the New Testament the Catholic 
Church has received from the institution of the Lord the holy, visible 
sacrifice of the Eucharist, it must also be confessed that there is in this 
Church a new visible and external priesthood [can. 1], into which the old has 


New Testament a visible and external priesthood, or that there is no power 
of consecrating and offering the true body and blood of the Lord, and of 


that "without an authoritative teaching office there is no certain norm for the 
purity of doctrine or for the administration of the Sacraments. The rejection 
of the hierarchy inevitably led to the doctrine of the invisible Church."6 
Catholics believe that the doctrine of the visibility of the church is based in 
both Scripture and tradition. 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


A widely used source on Catholic dogma argues that "The biblical proof of 
the visibility of the Church springs from the Divine institution of the 
hierarchy." And "The teaching office demands from its incumbents the duty 


Old Covenant depict the Messianic Kingdom symbolically by_the simile of a 


high mountain visible from afar, which overtowers all other mountains, and 


to the human body."7 


Some contemporary Catholic scholars argue that in Matthew 16 Jesus made 
Peter the head of a visible universal church, not just a visible local church or 
an invisible universal one.8 They affirm that: (1) Jesus was not making Peter 
the head of an invisible church, which was his prerogative (Eph. 5:23), but 
of a visible earthly church; (2) the fact that Jesus gave the keys to exercise 
governmental authority over the church indicates it must have been a visible 
church; (3) the fact that the power of binding and loosing (Matt. 18:18) was 
to be exercised on earth shows that a visible earthly church was in view; (4) 
the power given to the disciples in Matthew 18:18 involves 
excommunication from a visible earthly church; and (5) the fact that the 
gates of hell would not prevail against it reveals that it would not pass out of 
existence, which would be superfluous to say of a heavenly church. 


ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


Catholic theologians note that even early Fathers like Irenaeus (2nd century) 


held to the visibility of the church, since "He compares the Church ... toa 
seven-branched candlestick, which, visible to all, bears the light of Christ."9 


14): “The Church stands clear and visible before all men; for she is the city 
on the mountain which cannot be hidden."'10 Some Catholic theologians 
believe, however, that "The final reason for the visibility of the Church lies 
in the Incarnation of the Divine Word." That is, just as Christ was visible in 
incarnation, even so his body, the church, is visible in his absence. J. N. D. 


wee 


between a visible and invisible 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ARGUMENT FOR THE 
VISIBILITY OF THE CHURCH 


Evangelical Protestants reject the Roman Catholic insistence that the church 
which Christ and the apostles spoke of must be manifested in a visible 
organization, namely, the Roman Catholic Church. They reject both the 
Catholic interpretation of Scripture and their use of tradition on this matter. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


A careful examination of the context of the text used to support the Catholic 
insistence on a visible earthly organization that is Christ's true church 
reveals a misuse of these passages. A brief examination of the crucial texts 
will reveal the invalidity of their conclusions. 


Romans 1:5. Based on this text, Catholics claim that "The teaching office [of 
the Roman Catholic Church] demands from its incumbents the duty of 
obedience to the faith." This is not, however, supported by this text which 
states: "Through him [Christ] we have received the grace of apostleship, to 
bring about the obedience of faith." First, Paul is speaking here about his 
apostleship (v. 1), not that of Peter, to say nothing of Peter's alleged 
successors, Roman Catholic popes. Further, to be an apostle one had to be an 
eyewitness of the resurrected Christ (Acts 1:22; 1 Cor. 9:1; 15:5- 7), which 
clearly disqualifies anyone after the first century, and thus negates the claim 
that the teaching office of the Roman Catholic Church is somehow implied 
here. It should be noted that the added requirement of being a witnesses of 
Jesus' earthly ministry (Acts 1:22) was only to be one of the twelve apostles 
who have a special place in the foundation of the church (Eph. 2:20), their 
very names being written on the foundation (Rev. 21:14) and their reigning 
with Christ on twelve thrones when he returns (Matt. 19:28). Paul was not 
one of the twelve and, hence, need not fulfill this requirement. However, he 
was an apostle (Gal. 1:1) who received direct revelation from God (Gal. 
1:12), who compared his apostolic authority with that of the other apostles 
(Gal. 1:17; 2:5-9) and who manifested the "signs of an apostle" (2 Cor. 


12:12). Further, Paul explicitly listed the appearance of the resurrected 
Christ to him as qualifying him for being an apostle. He wrote: "Am I not an 
apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord?" (1 Cor. 9:1). Likewise, he listed 
Jesus' resurrection appearance to him along with that of the other apostles, 
saying, "After that he [Jesus] appeared to James, then to all the apostles. 
Last of all ... he appeared to me" (1 Cor. 15:7-8). 


What is more, it is evident from several texts there were no more 
appearances of Christ to confirm apostolic authority after Paul. First, there 
are no other appearances listed in the 1 Corinthians 15 list after that of Paul, 
which he describes as "last of all." Second, the miraculous signs which 
confirmed an apostle are referred to as past events by A.D. 69 when the 
book of Hebrews was written (Heb. 2:3-4). Third, Jude, who wrote his book 
after Paul's death, refers to the apostles as having lived in the past (Jude 17) 
and speaks of the faith as having been "once for all" handed down to the 
church by them (v. 3). 


Finally, Paul and the other apostles manifested the "signs of an apostle" (2 
Cor, 12:12), which included the ability to heal all diseases,13 even naturally 
incurable ones, immediately (cf. Acts 3:7), to exorcise demons on command 
(Matt. 10:8; cf. Acts 16:16-18), strike dead some who lied to the Holy Spirit 
(Acts 5:1-11), and even perform resurrections from the dead (Matt. 10:7; cf. 
Acts 20). This automatically excludes anyone alive today, including the 
pope, since no one possesses the power to perform these kinds of apostolic 
signs. Without these kinds of apostolic signs there is no proof of apostolic 
authority. Of course, the authority of the New Testament apostles existed 
after their miracles had ceased, but only because these apostolic signs had 
confirmed their authority expressed in the abiding apostolic writings. Once 
these confirmed apostles died, however, there was no living apostolic 
authority. The only apostolic authority present today is that of the apostolic 
writings (namely, the New Testament) that were confirmed by apostolic 
signs. Since we possess no traditions that can be evidentially and 
documentarily traced to the apostles, as can the New Testament, it follows 
that only the New Testament contains this apostolic authority (see chap. 11). 


Matthew 10:32 (and Rom. 10:10). According to these passages it is the 
obligation of believers to confess Christ openly before humanity, but neither 
of them speaks of the necessity of doing it in connection with the visible 


organization known as the Roman Catholic Church. Indeed, in the first 
century, when this was written, even baptism was performed in public, not in 
churches (cf. Acts 2:38; 10:46-48; 16:31-33). It is a big leap in logic to 
argue that from the practice of public testimony and baptism one must 
accept the visible hierarchy of the church of Rome. 


sacraments supports the Catholic doctrine that the church is a visible earthly 
organization is unwarranted for several reasons. First, even Catholic 
theology acknowledges that baptism done by lay persons and even heretics 
(including Protestant ministers)14 is valid. It does not have to be done in 
connection with the visible church of Rome. Second, as we show elsewhere 
(see Appendix E), baptism is not essential to salvation. If it is not necessary 
for salvation, then it is not an essential sacrament in the visible church. 


"baptism of desire" doctrines)15 acknowledges that baptism is not 
absolutely essential for salvation. Namely, that those who are not baptized 
but would have been (had they known and could have) can be saved without 
it. So here again the necessity of an outward sign done in connection with 
the visible church has not been proven from these texts. 


Matthew 16:16-18. Contrary to Catholic dogma, this passage does not prove 
that the Roman Catholic Church is the one true visible church of Christ on 
earth. First, the argument wrongly assumes that Christ is not the head over 
the earthly church as he is the heavenly one. The Bible, however, clearly 
teaches that even though Christ is not visibly present today he is still head 
over all things to the church (his body) part of which is still on earth. After 
reminding the Ephesian Christians that Christ is "head over all things to the 
church, which is his body" (Eph. 1:22-23), Paul goes on to say that the 
apostles (who were alive then) were part of the "foundation" of the church 
(2:19-20) of which the Ephesians were a part (see "you," v. 19). Paul is 
saying that Christ was the head of the church at Ephesus as well as the head 
of the invisible church. There is no need for an earthly head of the church. 


Second, the Catholic argument that Christ made Peter the head of a visible 
earthly church begs the question. As we have already shown (in chap. 11), 
Jesus did not make Peter the unique head of anything. Jesus gave the same 


powers to bind and loose to all the apostles (Matt. 18:18). The church is 
"built upon the foundation of the apostles [plural] and prophets, with Christ 
Jesus himself as the capstone" (Eph. 2:20). Whatever role Peter had in the 
foundation he shared with the other apostles. Christ alone is unique in being 
the comerstone. 


Third, it is true that when the body of Christ began it was all visible since no 
believers had died and gone to heaven, so of course it was a visible church 
when Christ founded it. The invisible church only grew as Christians died 
and went to heaven. Protestants do not deny that there was a visible 
Christian church on earth that traces back to the apostles who exercised 
authority over it, including excommunication. What Protestants object to 
(and Catholics have not proven) is that Roman Catholic jurisdiction is the 
sole heir to this original visible church that began with the apostles and will 
continue until Christ comes without the gates of hell destroying it. 


Matthew 18:17. Jesus said, "If he [the offender] refuses to listen to them [the 
offended and his witnesses], tell the church." This statement cannot be used 
to support the Roman Catholic claim that this text proves the divine 
authority of the Roman See. First, "the church" referred to was a local 
assembly of believers, such as they were no doubt accustomed to having in 
their local synagogue. There is no reference here to a universal (catholic) 
church. 


Second, the New Testament church, as a united, gifted, and empowered 
body of believers, did not come into existence until the day of Pentecost 
(Acts 1:8; 2:1-4, 42-47). So, whatever "church" means in the context of 
Matthew 18, it does not refer to what Roman Catholics mean by a visible 
church that administers the sacraments and infallibly teaches and disciplines 
the faithful. 


Third, this passage does not speak of any universal apostolic authority to 
settle all disputes of faith and practice. It refers only to cases involving 
"sins" and "faults" by which one "brother" has offended another (18:15). 
This falls short of what Catholics claim for the divine authority of the visible 
Roman church. 


Finally, even if this text did speak about the need for submission to 
Godordained authority in all matters of doctrine and conduct, it would not 
support the Catholic argument for a visible church. For clearly this passage 
does not show that this authority is to be found in the visible Roman 
Catholic Church, as opposed to other visible churches, some of which, like 
the Eastern Orthodox, are as old or even older. 


Luke 10:16. Jesus said to his apostles, "Whoever listens to you listens to me. 
Whoever rejects you rejects me." This does not, however, prove the duty to 
be subject to the Catholic church's authority-at least not in the sense that 
Catholics believe. The passage is not speaking about any authority limited to 
Peter or the apostles but about "seventy" disciples (Luke 10:1-3) sent on a 
mission to preach the kingdom of God. Also, the passage says nothing about 
exercising ecclesiastical authority such as binding and loosing (cf. Matt. 
18:18) but simply about pronouncing God's judgment on those who reject 
Christ's evangels of his kingdom (Luke 10:10-11). Neither does the phrase 
"whoever listens to you listens to me" refer to any organizational structure of 
the visible church but to the authority given to every pair of evangelists sent 
out to proclaim Christ's message in his name. Finally, whatever else this 
passage entails it certainly does not refer to the authority of a visible church 
over which Peter has primacy, even in the first century. For the "you" (Gk: 
humas) is plural not singular, referring to all the disciples. The same is true, 
as we have seen, with Jesus’ statement to Peter in Matthew 16, since he gave 
the same authority to bind and loose to all the disciples (Matt. 18:18). 


Isaiah 2:2 (Mic. 4:1). The fact that the Old Testament prophets spoke of 
Israel's future kingdom in terms of a mountain is significantly different from 
the Roman Catholic doctrine of the visibility of the church. For one thing, 
according to Catholic authority Ludwig Ott, the prophet is speaking only 
"symbolically." Further, even if the passage is taken to depict a literal 
outward kingdom, it is not the Roman Catholic Church. Rather, it is the 
literal Davidic kingdom promised to the nation of Israel wherein they will 
dwell with their Messiah (Jesus) in the land of Palestine promised to their 
father Abraham (Gen. 12:1-3; 13:14-17; 15:1-16). During this time "the Son 
of Man [Jesus] is seated on his throne ... judging the twelve tribes of Israel" 
(Matt. 19:28). This will occur, as Jesus indicated, when he returns "to restore 
the kingdom to Israel" (Acts 1:6) at which time "all Israel will be saved" 


(Rom. 11:26) when they are "grafted back into their own olive tree" (Rom. 
11:24). 


Finally, even if there were some anticipation of a visible manifestation of the 
Christian church in these Old Testament passages, as even some Protestants 
believe, it does not imply that this would be manifested in the organizational 
Roman Catholic Church. So in no way can the claims of Roman Catholicism 
be justified from these passages. 


The Parables of Jesus. Jesus does depict his future believers on earth as a 
flock, a building, a vine, a human body, and a city on a mountain, but none 
of these either anticipates or necessitates what Catholic scholars infer from 
them. They_are simply depictions of the manifestation of Jesus' followers in 


a corporate way. Some passages may not even be speaking of Christ's 


to the invisible church, not the visible church (Eph. 1:22-23). None of them 


speak of the visible church being manifest in what we know as the Roman 
Catholic 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


The argument from the Fathers is less than convincing for many reasons. 
Even Catholic scholars acknowledge that the church fathers were not 
unanimous on this topic. As Kelly noted, not all the Fathers clearly 
envisioned a visible organizational unity in the church. Some recognized, as 
did the New Testament (cf. Eph. 1-4), an invisible church as well. 
Furthermore, even those who believed in a visible unity did not do so in the 
same way Roman Catholics envision it, namely, as centered in the hierarchy 
of the Catholic church, with its apex in the primacy of the bishop of Rome. 
Eastern church fathers, to which Eastern Orthodoxy traces its lineage and 
who are as early as any in the Western church, clearly did not think it would 
or should be. Finally, the papacy as it is known today is a relatively late 
institution, having assumed its shape under Pope Leo I (d. A.D. 461). The 
visible unity stressed by the early Fathers is not identical to the 
organizational unity under the headship of an infallible pope in Rome. 
Roman Catholicism's conclusion goes well beyond even a consensus view of 
the early Fathers, to say nothing of the "unanimous" one they claim. 


THE UNITY OF THE CHURCH 


In addition to a visible unity of Christians in the Roman Catholic Church, 
Catholics also believe there is a God-ordained unity to the church. This unity 
is manifested in two ways: a unity of faith and a unity of communion. 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE UNITY OF THE CHURCH 


Roman Catholicism teaches that "The unity both of faith and communion is 
guaranteed by the Primacy of the Pope, the Supreme Teacher and Pastor of 
the Church. One is cut off from the unity of Faith by heresy_and from the 
unity of communion by schism."17 In his 1896 encyclical (Satis gognitum) 
Pope Leo XIII declared: "Surely it is well established among all according to 
clear and manifold testimony that the true Church of Jesus Christ is one, that 
no Christian dare contradict The nature of this unity was clearly specified by 
the pope: "Jesus did not arrange and organize such a Church as would 
embrace several communities similar in kind, but distinct, and not bound 


together by those bonds that make the Church indivisible and unique after 


He continued, "The Church of Christ, therefore, is one and 


WY 


one Church. 
prescription of Christ the Lord and, leaving the way of salvation, digress to 
destruction." Consequently, "Jesus Christ instituted in the Church a living, 

authentic, and likewise permanent Magisterium, which He strengthened by 


addition, When the divine Founder decreed that the Church be one in faith, 
and in government, and in communion, He chose Peter and his successors in 
whom should be the principle and as it were the center of 


In defending the visible unity of the church under the Roman jurisdiction 
Catholic theologians appeal to both Scripture and church tradition. The 


directed at the unity of faith and others at the unity_of communion. Catholic 
scholars believe that the unity of faith "consists in the fact that all members 


of the Church inwardly believe the truths of faith proposed by the teaching 


office of the Church, at least implicitly and outwardly confess them." Of 


course, "Unity of Faith leaves room for various opinions in those 
controversial questions which the Church has not finally decided."20 The 


members among themselves to a social unity by participation in the same 


cult and in the same means of grace (unity_of cult or liturgical unity)."21 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


Scriptural evidence offered by Catholic scholars can be summarized as 
follows: "Christ gives the Apostles the mandate to promulgate His teaching 


.. Tit, 3, 10),'+22 


ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


Catholic theology depends heavily_on tradition to support its concept of the 


its essential doctrines.24 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ARGUMENT FOR THE 
UNITY OF THE CHURCH 


Protestants confess the Apostles' Creed which affirms one "Catholic 
[universal] Church" but they do not mean the same thing by it that Roman 
Catholics do. The common denominator of the Protestant concept of unity is 
doctrinal and spiritual, not organizational. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


Evangelicals reject the Catholic interpretation of Scripture to support their 
doctrine of a visible, organizational, ecclesiastical unity. They insist that the 
basis of true unity is found in the spiritual (mystical) body of Christ, the 
invisible church, not in a visible church. 


to proclaim the gospel to all people, they_were not instructed to demand an 
“unconditional assent to its promulgation," at least not in the sense in which 


a necessary_condition made clear by the fact that they were asked to 
"believe" (Mark 16:16). As Augustine acknowledged, you cannot force 


and not by free will."26 


Furthermore, even if in some qualified sense the "demand for unconditional 
assent" is required for discipleship, this does not mean that Christ intended 
here that it must be given to any earthly organization. Clearly, the 
"commands" to be "observed" were those of Christ (Matt. 28:20), not those 
of any alleged representative of Christ on earth (like Peter). This is to say 
nothing of the extra-biblical doctrines the Catholic church has added to them 
since that time, such as the infallibility of the pope (see chap. 11), the bodily 
assumption of Mary (chap. 15), and the Apocrypha (chap. 9). 


Finally, the unity envisioned here is not organizational but doctrinal and 
spiritual. It is a unity in Christ's "teaching" and of his presence (Matt. 
28:20), not in an earthly institution. Institutional unity is not envisioned in 
this passage, at least not in the explicit or monolithic sense in which Roman 
Catholics hold it. 


visible manifestation of our spiritual unity, for example, in our love for one 


another which Jesus said unbelievers can detect (J ohn 13:35), After all, 


has been criticized for not making the historic Protestant view more clear, 
sometimes blurring the distinction between the visible and invisible 
dimensions of the church crucial to the Protestant view.27 That the unity 
was truly spiritual is evident in what was said of early Christians, "Behold, 
how they love one another!" Christ's true followers are one in faith, hope, 
and love, not in denomination, synod, or jurisdiction. 


Furthermore, even though the immediate discussion concerns a visible unity 
of the church, it is clear that Jesus did not envision this organizational unity, 
such as that claimed by the Roman See from the facts that: (1) no such 
governmental unity is mentioned anywhere in the passage; (2) Jesus is 
speaking of "all those who will believe" in him in the future too, which 
includes those who couldn't be seen (v. 20)-a description of the whole 
spiritual body of believers, not simply the organized believers on earth; (3) 
the unity for which he prayed is compared to that among the persons of the 
Godhead ("as you, Father, are in me and I in you"), a unity that is clearly 
spiritual and invisible, not visible and organizational; (4) the primary sense 
in which the world was to observe the manifestation of this unity was by 
"love" (v. 23), a spiritual tie, not an organizational one. Indeed, Jesus said, 
"This is how all will know that you are my disciples, if you have love for 
one another" (John 13:35). The kind of unity envisioned here clearly is not a 
visible organization, as Catholics claim, but a true spiritual unity. 


Ephesians 4:3-6. Paul speaks here of "striving to preserve the unity of the 
spirit" in "one body." It is evident, however, that he does not have an 
organizational unity of the Christian church in mind, certainly not the kind 
claimed by the Roman Catholic church. For one thing, according to the New 
American Bible it is not an organizational unity, since he spoke of "unity of 
the spirit" (v. 3). Even if it is rendered "the unity of the [Holy] Spirit" (Niv, 
Rsv), there is no indication that it is more than a spiritual unity wrought by 


the source of all true spiritual unity, the Holy Spirit. Further, the spiritual 
unity is made by God, not people. Christians are merely urged to strive to 
maintain this unity that God has made in the body. What is more, the "one 
body" is the body (cf. 1 Cor. 12:13) into which believers are baptized by 
"one Spirit" (v. 4). This must be the spiritual body of Christ that is the only 
body to which all believers belong, since many believers belonging to that 
body (namely, those who are dead) are not part of the visible church. 
Further, this is clearly baptism by the Spirit, which unites one with the 
invisible (spiritual) body of Christ, and not water baptism (which is 
different, cf. Acts 1:5; 10:47), which unites one with part of the visible body 
of Christ on earth. So the unity here is a unity of faith, not of communion, 
since Paul refers to "one Lord, one faith, one baptism," all of which are a 
matter of confession. There is nothing in this text about unity of government 
or organization, certainly not on the universal scale that Roman Catholics 
believe. 


Romans 12:4. The "body'"' referenced in these texts is not necessarily the 
visible organization of a universal Church, such as is claimed by 
Catholicism. In context it is the spiritual unity to be found in the local 
congregation. This is evident from the fact that Paul is addressing "all the 
beloved of God in Rome" (Rom. 1:7, emphasis added), not the whole visible 
Christian church. True, he gives truths that are applicable to the whole 


in which he speaks of "one body" is the exercise of the individual members' 
gifts to edify this local congregation (vv. 6-8). Although what is true for one 
local body of believers will be true for others, there is no reference here to 
any_visible authority that governs all these churches.28 The context indicates 
that the one body_is not the universal church but the local church in the city 
of Rome. Finally, to whatever degree it is legitimate to apply this text 


Roman Catholic claim that there is a God-ordained unity in one visible 
church. The New Testament often refers to "churches" (Acts 16:5; Rev. 1:4) 
each having their own governing authorities (Acts 20:17; Phil. 1:1; Titus 


1 Timothy 3:15. Catholic scholars claim this is a reference to the visible 
universal church, embracing the whole family on earth because of references 
to "the church" and phrases like "household of God" and "pillar and 


foundation of truth." In response, several observations are in order. First, as 
cosmic sounding as these phrases may be, we must keep in mind that Paul is 
writing to Timothy about "how to behave" in the church while he was 
"delayed" from being there personally (v. 15), which is an obvious reference 
to his coming to a specific local church. 


Second, since the letters to Timothy are pastoral in nature it is 
understandable that what Paul taught would be applicable to other local 
churches as well. The reference to public reading of the Bible (4:13) and 
other things not true of the universal church (5:4-16) supports this claim. 
Hence, the phrase "household of God" may be a collective term 
encompassing the various individual "churches" of which the Bible speaks 
elsewhere (cf. Acts 20:17; Rev. 1:4). So rather than being a reference to a 
universal visible church it may be only a generalization for all the individual 
churches collectively. 


Further, even if this is a reference to a universal visible church, it in no way 
specifies that it is to be understood in a monolithic way, as with Roman 
Catholicism. It may mean no more than the collective manifestation of all 
believers on earth. 


Finally, as already noted, there are several other important (and we believe 
unprovable) steps from a universal visible church in the first century to the 
Roman Catholic doctrine that it is the true God-ordained successor of that 

apostolic church on earth today. 


Titus 3:5 (1 Cor. 1:10). It is true that the New Testament urges believers to 
deal with serious false doctrine and, "after a first and second warning, break 
off contact with a heretic" (Titus 3:10). However, the false teacher was in a 
local congregation and the action to cut off relations with them was to be 
taken by a local body of believers, not by a visible universal organization 
such as the Roman Catholic Church claims to be. Likewise, in Corinth, 
when church discipline was necessary in moral matters, it was the 
congregation that took action. Speaking to the local church "in Corinth" (1 
Cor. 1:2), the apostle Paul exhorted: "in the name of [our] Lord Jesus: when 
you have gathered together ... with the power of the Lord Jesus, you are to 
deliver this man to Satan" (1 Cor. 5:4-5, emphasis added). To be sure, 
apostolic authority (Paul) was behind this decision, but it was accomplished 


by a local body of believers. Protestants do not deny that there was living 
apostolic authority in the first century that was binding on all the churches. 
This was part of their foundational role in establishing the church (Eph. 
2:20), but it in no way supports the Roman Catholic claim that there was an 
authoritative visible organization in place in the New Testament that was 
divinely authorized to exercise this authority. 


Acts 15. Only once did an issue in the churches draw general interest and 
consultation (Acts 15), and even then the Jerusalem conference was only 
confirmatory of the revelation Paul had previously received directly from 
God. There was no new infallible declaration from God. 


There are several things about the decision which indicate that it was only 
confirmatory of the revelation already given by and confirmed by God to an 
apostle (Gal. 1:11-12). First, the inquiry into the issue was a voluntary one, 
coming from the church in Antioch (Acts 15:2-3). Second, the nature of the 
event was more of a conference than a church council, since it was not only 
apostles and elders but also the other "brethren" who made the decision 
(Acts 15:22-23). Third, contrary to the Catholic claim, if anyone dominated 
the conference it was not Peter but James, giving as he did the last word in 
the discussion (15:13-21). Fourth, the language of the statement is moderate, 
using phrases like "it seemed good to us." Indeed, the result of the 
conference was only a "letter" (15:30), not a papal encyclical with the 
typical language of anathema. Finally, the conference recognized the 
supernatural confirmation of God on the message of Paul (Acts 15:12), 
which was the divinely appointed sign that he spoke by revelation from God 
(2 Cor. 12:12; Heb. 2:3-4). 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


The Roman Catholic argument for an organizational unity of the Christian 
church on the basis of tradition fails for a number of reasons. First, there was 
no such unity in the first few centuries. On one occasion (in the late 2nd 
Christians off from all of Asia Minor by assuming the right to 
excommunicate them from Christendom. There obviously was no 
organizational unity manifest here. Further, the Roman Catholic Church as 
we know it did not begin to develop until after the time of Constantine and 


as the Roman Catholic Church claims exists in its hierarchy.30 Most 
orthodox Protestants accept the validity of the creeds and councils of the 
first five centuries but reject the Roman Catholic claim to be the one true 
church of Christ on earth.31 


THE PRIESTLY AUTHORITY OF THE CHURCH 


As discussed earlier (chap. 13), Catholics believe the church is an institution 
of salvation which dispenses grace a portion at a time by the seven 
sacraments from birth to death through the priesthood. Thus, the function of 
the priesthood is the heart of the Roman Catholic system. 


THE NATURE OF PRIESTLY AUTHORITY 


The Catholic church proclaimed "that the holy Synod [of Trent] condemned 


the opinion of those who assert that the priests of the New Testament have 


in the Roman Catholic Church.i4 The Council of Trent declared, "But if 
anyone should affirm that all Christians without distinction are priests of the 
New Testament .... or that they are all endowed among themselves with an 
equal spiritual power, he seems to do nothing else than disarrange [can. 6] 
the ecclesiastical 


THE SUCCESSION OF PRIESTLY AUTHORITY 


Finally, there is a succession of priestly power under the bishop of Rome. 
Roman Catholic infallible dogma proclaims that "Jesus Christ instituted in 
the Church a living, authentic, and likewise permanent magisterium, which 


Peter and his successors in whom should be the principle and as it were the 
center of unity."37 


THE ADMINISTRATION OF PRIESTLY AUTHORITY 


The function of the priestly hierarchy (of priests and bishops) is to 
administer the seven sacraments: baptism, confirmation, Eucharist, penance, 
Matrimony,39 a special priestly or episcopal power conferred by Holy 
Orders, is necessary for the valid ministration of the Sacraments."40 Lay 


condemned the belief that "all Christians have the power to administer all 
the 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE PRIESTLY AUTHORITY OF THE 
CHURCH 


Roman Catholicism is hierarchically structured. The pope,_as successor to 


and are a serious source of conflict with Protestant belief.43 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


We will concentrate here on the Catholic defense of the special priestly 
power to forgive sins. Several verses are crucial to the discussion. We have 
already discussed the verses used to support the authority of Peter as the 
head of the church (see chap. 11), so here we will comment on the verses 
used to support priestly authority. 


John 20:22-23. Biblically, Catholicism stands or falls on its interpretation of 
certain key texts like this one. Since it holds that "The Church has received 
text assumes great significance. Jesus said to his apostles after his 
resurrection, "Receive the holy Spirit. Whose sins you forgive are forgiven 
them, and whose sins you retain are retained." Catholic theology teaches that 
"With these words Jesus transferred to the Apostles the mission which He 
Himself had received from the Father.... As He Himself had forgiven sins on 


the power to forgive sins."45 


Matthew 16:19. After Peter's confession that Jesus was the son of God, Jesus 


on earth shall be bound in heaven;_and whatever you loose on earth shall be 
loosed in heaven." According to Catholic teaching, "“The keys of the 


of the 


ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


penance and forgiveness. After surveying the Fathers, Ott concludes: "From 
the testimony cited it is evident that Christian antiquity bears witness to the 
existence of an unlimited power to forgive sins conferred by Christ on His 
Church."50 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ARGUMENT FOR THE 
PRIESTLY AUTHORITY OF THE CHURCH 


Evangelical Protestants do not accept the inferences Catholic scholars draw 
from the above verses. In each case Roman Catholic scholars take the text 
out of its proper context and extrapolations are made that are not justified by 
a careful examination of the entire passage. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


John 20:22-23. Here the disciples are given the power to forgive and retain 
sin. Catholics and Protestants do not dispute this. However, the Catholic 

claim that this is a special power possessed only by those who are ordained 
under true apostolic authority, such as the Roman Catholic Church, and are 


power. 


Second, all early believers, including lay persons, proclaimed the gospel by 
which sins are forgiven (Rom. 1:16; 1 Cor. 15:1-4). This ministry of 
forgiveness and reconciliation was not limited to any special class known as 
"priests" or "clergy" (2 Cor. 3-5). 


priest in the Roman Catholic sense,52 preached the gospel to the Samaritans. 


This resulted in the conversion of many_of them (Acts 8:1-12), which 
involves the forgiveness of their sins (Acts 13:38).53 


20:21). So there is no greater power given here than that which all the 
disciples possessed as a result of the Great Commission, which even Vatican 
1154 acknowledged all Christians are obligated to help fulfill. 


The documents of Vatican II make it clear that current Catholicism 
understands that the whole church, not just the priests, are responsible to 
proclaim the gospel. It declared that "The Church's mission is concerned 
with the salvation of men; and men win salvation through the grace of Christ 
and faith in him. Therefore, the apostolate of the church and of each of its 


have countless opportunities for exercising the apostolate of evangelization 
and sanctification." It particularly specifies that lay persons can do this in 
more ways than through their life and good words. For "the true apostle is 
on the lookout for occasions of announcing Christ by_ word, either to 
unbelievers to draw them toward the faith, or to the faithful to instruct them 
... and in the hearts of all should the apostle's words find echo: “Woe to me if 


In short, contrary to Roman Catholic claims, there is nothing in John 20:21- 
23 to support either the primacy or infallibility of the bishop of Rome, nor 
any special priestly power. It is simply an affirmation about Jesus giving to 
his disciples the ability to forgive sins for all who believe the message that 
the apostles were commissioned to proclaim. 


Matthew 16:19. Here again, Protestants do not dispute that Jesus gave his 
disciples the power to forgive or retain sins. What they do dispute is whether 
this is a power that is uniquely possessed by those with proper ordination, 
such as Roman Catholic priests. There is absolutely nothing in this text to 
indicate that it is. First, it is worth noting that Jesus gave this same power to 
all the disciples (Matt. 18:18), not just to Peter. 


Second, everyone who proclaims the gospel has the same power, for the 
gospel "is the power of God for the salvation of everyone who believes" 
(Rom. 1:16). Indeed, Paul defined the gospel in terms of Christ dying and 
rising "for our sins" (1 Cor. 15:1-4). So every preacher of the gospel, clergy 
or laity, has the power to, on the basis of a person accepting Christ's death 
and resurrection for them, forgive sins. Likewise, all who evangelize can say 
to those who reject the gospel that their sins are retained. For, as Paul said, 
messengers of Christ are "the aroma of Christ for God among those who are 
being saved and among those who are perishing, to the latter an odor of 
death that leads to death" (2 Cor. 2:15-16). 


Third, the Catholic claim that the Old Testament priesthood is somehow 
"translated" into a New Testament priesthood on the basis of Hebrews 7:12 
misses the whole point of this passage. The writer of Hebrews actually is 
arguing that both the law and the Old Testament priesthood are done away 
with by Christ, our great High Priest, for he writes: "When there is a change 
of priesthood, there is necessarily a change of law as well" (Heb. 7:12, 
emphasis added). He then goes on to say that "a former commandment is 
annulled" (v. 18, emphasis added). Christ did not translate Aaron's Old 
Testament priesthood into a new one for priests in the New Testament. The 
whole point of this section of Hebrews is to show that Christ, by perfectly 
fulfilling what the Old Testament priesthood prefigured (cf. 7:11, 1819), did 
away with it and replaced it with his own high priestly office, after the order 
of Melchizedek, not after Aaron (7:17-28). Indeed, such a vivid contrast is 
made here between the repeated offerings of the Aaronic priests and the 
once-for-all sacrifice of Christ our high priest that it should cause serious 
pause for Roman Catholics, who believe that the priest offers up continually 
the (unbloody) sacrifice of the mass. Hebrews declares: "Every priest stands 
daily at his ministry, offering frequently those same sacrifices that can never 
take away sins. But this one [Christ] offered one sacrifice for sins, and took 
his seat forever at the right hand of God.... For by one offering he has made 
perfect forever those who are being consecrated" (Heb. 10:11-12, 14, 
emphasis added). Catholics teach the opposite of what Hebrews 
emphatically states, namely, that the mass is a sacrifice that is repeated over 
and over. Contrary to the Catholic claim that Hebrews is only speaking of a 
once-for-all unbloody sacrifice, no such qualifying word is found in the text. 


Finally, while Roman Catholicism acknowledges that "the entire Christian 


making such a strong distinction between the common or universal 
priesthood and the ministerial or hierarchical priesthood they render 


were called priests (Exod. 19:6-7) even when God had established the 
Aaronic priesthood as a special ministerial class misses the whole point of 
the Book of Hebrews.57 The Aaronic priesthood has been done away with, 
and every believer has direct access to the one high priest, Jesus Christ, who 
intercedes for us! 


The fact is that nowhere in the New Testament are church leaders called 
"priests." They are called "elders" or "bishops" (overseers) who were 
exhorted by Peter himself to "Tend the flock of God in your midst, 
[overseeing] not by constraint but willingly, as God would have it.... Do not 
lord it over those assigned to you, but be examples to the flock. And when 
the chief Shepherd is revealed, you will receive the unfading crown of 
glory" (1 Pet. 5:2-3, emphasis added). ‘The whole hierarchical institution of 
the Roman Catholic priesthood as a special class of men endowed with 
special priestly powers to forgive sins and to transform the communion 
elements into the actual body and blood of Christ is contrary to the spirit of 
these passages. In 1 Peter 5: (1) no one is described as a priest or as having 
priestly powers except "the chief Shepherd" Christ himself; (2) Peter 
describes himself as "a fellow presbyter" (v. 1); (3) the leaders of the flock 
are called "elders," not priests; (4) they are depicted as undershepherds, not 
overlords of the church (v. 3); and (5) they have no special binding power, 
but are to lead by "example," not by "constraint" (vv. 2-3). The whole spirit 
of this passage is contrary to the priestly powers claimed by the Roman 
Catholic Church. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


Catholic scholars go to great lengths to demonstrate a chain of succession 
from Peter to the present pope. This is crucial to their claim that priests 
today possess the same apostolic authority to forgive sins that Jesus gave to 
his disciples. There are, however, many good reasons for rejecting this 
claim. 


First, even if it could be demonstrated that there was a chain from the first 
century to the present it would be in vain, since the crucial link is missingthe 
first one. For, as we demonstrated in chapter 11, there is absolutely no proof 
that apostolic authority was passed on to anyone after the time of the 
apostles. The proof that the office and authority ceased is that the gifts that 
confirmed the apostles ceased (cf. Heb. 2:3-4). The apostles, like Christ, 
could not only say "your sins are forgiven," they could also say to a man 
born lame, "[rise and] walk" (Acts 3:6). And when they did, "immediately" 
he was healed (v. 7). Like Jesus, they could and did heal all kinds of 
sickness (cf. John 9:1), exorcise demons immediately on command (Acts 
16:16-18), and even raise the dead (Acts 20:7-12). No priest in his right 
mind claims to be able to perform "the signs of an apostle" (2 Cor. 12:12), 
let alone is actually able to do them. But if the signs of the apostles died with 
the apostles, then so did the office and its powers. What is left is a church (in 
fact, many churches) gifted with teachers and evangelists (Eph. 4:11-12) and 
in many other ways to proclaim the gospel and build up believers in the 
most holy faith. That is all that is necessary to accomplish God's purposes 
through his redeemed followers on earth. 


need to confess sins. This falls far short of the Roman Catholic claim that 
this testimony "bears witness to the existence of an unlimited power to 
forgive sins conferred by_Christ on His Church."-18 


Third, it is worth noting that simply because a teaching existed early in 
church history that does not make it true any more than a later teaching is 
necessarily false. It is a chronological fallacy to assume the time of a 
teaching's appearance proves its truth. Otherwise, recent scientific 
discoveries would automatically be eliminated, at least until they became 
very old. Many false doctrines and traditions appeared early in the history of 
Christianity-some even in New Testament times. Paul condemned false 
teaching and heresy in his day (1 Tim. 4; 2 Tim. 2), as did John (1 John 4), 


Jude (1619), and Peter (2 Pet. 2). John even debunks a false tradition (which 
claimed that he would not die) that was current during the days of the 
apostles (John 21:23). 


Finally, in the last analysis it is not a question of how early or how many 
Fathers taught something but whether it is based on the infallible written 
Word of God. And, as we have seen above, there is no basis in the Holy 
Scriptures for sacramental penance. This is not to say that Christians should 
not confess their sins; they should. All sins should be confessed to God (1 
John 1:9) from whom alone we receive forgiveness (Mark 2:7, 10). Sins 
against others should be confessed to them. James exhorted: "Confess your 
sins to one another [not to a priest] and pray for one another, that you may 
be healed" (5:16, emphasis added). There is absolutely no evidence in the 
New Testament that believers should confess their sins to the priesthood 
(i.e., the Roman Catholic priesthood) in order to receive forgiveness. 


THE CONSTITUENCY OF THE CHURCH 


Historically, at least before Vatican II, there were few Catholic beliefs that 
caused more agitation with Protestants than the belief that the Roman 
Catholic Church is necessary for salvation. This doctrine has taken different 
forms, some more extreme than others. Some even went so far as to 
pronounce all non-Catholics lost. More recently, Protestants have been 
elevated to the status of "separated brethren." First, let us look at the 
traditional view. 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE CONSTITUENCY OF THE 
CHURCH 


leaving the way of salvation, digress to destruction."59 In short, membership 
in the Roman Catholic Church is necessary for salvation. 


CONDITIONS FOR CHURCH MEMBERSHIP 


those are to be numbered among the members of the Church who have 
received the laver of regenerating [baptism]_and profess the true faith, and 
have not, to their misfortune, separated themselves from the structure of the 


Commenting on this, Ott says, "According to this declaration three 
conditions are to be demanded for membership of the Church: a) The valid 


fulfillment of these three conditions one subjects oneself to the threefold 
office of the Church, the sacerdotal office (Baptism), the teaching office 
(Confession of Faith), and the pastoral office (obedience to the Church 
authority)."61 


CLASSIFICATION OF THOSE EXCLUDED FROM CHURCH 
MEMBERSHIP 


A consequence of the traditional Catholic teaching on conditions for church 
membership is that certain classes of people, including all orthodox 
Protestants, were automatically excluded from being members of the true 


Excommunicate According to many Catholic authorities, those who have 
been excommunicated from the church do not retain membership in it unless 
or until they are restored. 


THE NECESSITY OF CHURCH MEMBERSHIP 


that "Membership of the Church is necessary for all men for salvation."65 
They_cite the Fourth Lateran Council (A.D. 1215), which declared that "the 
universal Church of the faithful is one outside of which none is Thus, Ott 
contends that "This was the teaching also of the Union Council of Florence 


of salvation; that he who shall not have entered therein will perish in the 
flood."68 He went on to say, however, that "it is necessary to hold for certain 


Over against this traditional conservative view many modern Catholics 
argue that membership in the Catholic church is not necessary for salvation. 
Indeed, Vatican IT concluded that non-Catholics, even non-Christians, can be 
saved. Protestants are even called "brethren," albeit "separated brethren." 
Vatican I admits that "The Church knows that she is joined in many ways to 
the baptized who are honored by the name of Christian, but who do not 


or communion under the successor of Peter." ‘These “are sealed by baptism 
which unites them to Christ... [and] these Christians are indeed in some real 
sanctifying power is also active in them and he has strengthened some of 
them even to the shedding of their blood."70 


According to Vatican IJ, even non-Christians and pagans can be saved. 
"Finally, those who have not yet received the Gospel are related to the 

the covenants and promises were made and from which Christ was born 
according to the flesh."71 Furthermore, "the plan of salvation also includes 
those who acknowledge the Creator, in the first place amongst whom are the 
Moslems.... Nor is God remote from those who in shadows and images seek 
the unknown God... since the Savior wills all men to be saved (cf. 1 Tim. 


know it through the dictates of their conscience-those too may_achieve 
eternal salvation."72 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ARGUMENT FOR THE 
CONSTITUENCY OF THE CHURCH 


Needless to say, the traditional and contemporary Catholic views on the 
salvation of non-Catholics are at odds. To borrow the title from Jaroslov 
Peli- kan's excellent book, this is part of "the riddle of Roman Catholicism." 
Catholic scholars are quick to point out that none of these conflicting 
teachings are infallible, since none were pronounced ex cathedra by the 
church, even though some were in papal encyclicals and others in statements 
of councils they consider ecumenical. Add to this the fact that there is no 
infallible list of which statements by popes or councils are infallible, and one 
can easily see why one can question just how effective the alleged infallible 
guidance the church of Rome really is. 


In response to the traditional conservative view, it is only necessary to point 
out that neither baptism (see Appendix E) nor membership in the Catholic 
church is necessary to be saved. All that is necessary is to "Believe in the 


Lord Jesus Christ and you ... will be saved" (Acts 16:31). Indeed, Jesus said 
simply, "Whoever believes in the Son has eternal life" (John 3:36). Paul 
declared: "when one does not work, yet believes in the one who justifies the 
ungodly, his faith is credited as righteousness" (Rom. 4:5). Even the oft 
quoted passage from Mark 16 says that only "those who do not believe" will 
be condemned, not those who are not baptized. 


As to the modern liberal Catholic belief that even sincere and good Jews and 
heathens can be saved, the words of Jesus are relevant: "Iam the way_and 
the truth and the life. No one comes to the Father except through me" (John 


any_other name under heaven given to the human race by_which we are to be 
saved" (Acts 4:12).73 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


The doctrine of the church is a significant dividing line between Catholics 
Roman Catholics describe Protestants, evangelicals remain wary. In an 
address to the World Council of Churches (June 1984), Pope John Paul II 
said, "to be in communion with the Bishop of Rome is to give visible 
evidence that one is in communion with all who confess that same faith... 
That is our Catholic conviction and our fidelity to Christ forbids us to give it 
up." Indeed, "The negative inference to be drawn from these words is that if 
one is not in communion with the bishop of Rome one is not giving (any? 


concern to orthodox Protestants are the Catholic claims to be the one true 
visible church united under the pope and the matter of the priestly power to 
transform the eucharistic bread and wine into the actual body and blood of 
Christ and the special power to forgive sins. As we have seen, there is no 
real support for these doctrines in Holy Scripture and there is far from 
unanimous consent among the Fathers. Verses used by Catholic scholars are 
wrenched from their context, offering no real support for the doctrine they 
are used to defend. Nevertheless, many of these doctrines have been 
proclaimed as infallible and, therefore, are irrevocable tenets of the Roman 


Catholic faith. As long as this is the case-and one cannot envision how it 
could change without Roman Catholicism losing its very essence-there is no 
hope for ecclesiastical unity between evangelicals and Catholics. This, of 
course, does not mean there cannot be personal fellowship with or social 
cooperation between believers in both communions (see Part Three) or even 
social cooperation on areas of common interest. It means that ecclesiastical 
separation is necessary for all evangelical Protestants who desire to be true 
to the Scriptures. 


The words of Carl F. H. Henry, a respected evangelical theologian, sums up 
the authors' position nicely: "The church is not reducible to a hierarchy in 
Rome, Istanbul, Geneva, or Colorado Springs; its ruling head transcends all 
geographic location and its genuine components are not only multi-racial 
and multi-cultural but even superhistorical."75 
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MARIOLOGY 


This is unfortunate, as we will see, for there are many things Catholics and 


Protestants hold in common on the doctrine of Mary. These include her 
being the most blessed among women, her virgin conception of Christ the 


a title used by both Luther and Calvin. To be sure, the title was used to stress 
the deity of Christ, not the privileges of Mary, but it was used nonetheless. 


Since this section deals with the areas of difference, we will concentrate on 
the major points of tension between Catholics and Protestants on Mariology. 
These include the Roman Catholic dogmas of the perpetual virginity, 
immaculate conception, sinlessness, bodily assumption, mediatorship, and 
the veneration of Mary and her images. 


THE PERPETUAL VIRGINITY OF MARY 


Of the areas of difference between Catholics and Protestants on the doctrine 
of Mary, some are major and some are not. Since we will concentrate on the 
major ones we will mention only briefly a minor one first: the perpetual 
virginity of Mary. 


The Lateran Synod of A.D. 649 was the first to stress the threefold character 


before, during and after the Birth of Jesus Christ."2 
CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF MARY'S PERPETUAL VIRGINITY 


Based on Isaiah 7:14, Matthew 1:18, and Luke 1:26 (cf. Gal. 4:4) both 
Protestants and Catholics believe that Jesus was conceived of a virgin. This 
has been universally taught in the Catholic church as a de fide dogma of the 
faith. Since all orthodox non-Catholic Christians agree we will not discuss 
Mary's initial virgin state further, given that our purpose in this section is to 
focus on the differences between Catholic and Protestant doctrine. 


Catholics also believe, contrary to Protestants, that Jesus was also born in a 


any violation of her virginal This is considered an official doctrine of 
Catholicism on the grounds of general proclamation. How this happened, 
however, is not a matter of Catholic dogma. Generally, traditional Catholic 
scholarship held that "Mary gave birth in miraculous fashion without 


brought forth’... , which does not seem to indicate a miraculous process."6 


Catholic dogma also states that "after the birth of Jesus Mary remained a 
Virgin (De fide)."" Hence, the title "perpetual virginity" is attributed to Mary. 
Roman Catholics defend this belief from both Scripture and tradition. 


question which Mary puts to the Angel, Luke 1, 34: “How shall this be done, 
because I know not man?’ it is inferred [by some] that she had taken the 


presupposes that Mary had no other children but Jesus."8 As to the 
references to Jesus’ "brothers" (cf. Matt. 13:55; Mark 6:3; Gal. 1:19), 
Catholics generally follow Jerome's argument that these refer to Jesus' 
cousins, not blood brothers. Others have suggested that maybe these were 
Joseph's sons by a previous marriage, thus preserving Mary's perpetual 
virginity. 


Argument from Tradition. Support for the doctrine is found in the early 
Fathers. Jerome claimed it was widely believed in his letter to Helvidius, 
and Gregory of Nyssa referred to it in A.D. 371. Pope Siricius (A.D. 393) 
held to Mary's virginity after Christ's birth, and the Fifth General Council at 
Constantine (A.D. 553) gave Mary the title of "perpetual virgin," as did 
many later popes and Catholic liturgies. The doctrine was affirmed at later 
councils, such as Chalcedon and others. 


Argument from Reason. One speculative argument sometimes used by 
Catholics emanates from Pope Siricius (A.D. 384-399), who argued that it 
would be horrifying to think of another birth issuing from the same virginal 
womb from which the Son of God was born. 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO MARY'S PERPETUAL VIRGINITY 


While it is not a major issue among orthodox non-Catholics, there have been 
some significant objections to the belief that Mary was a virgin during 
Christ's birth. First, the fact that Mary "brought forth" Jesus at his birth does 
not indicate that it was miraculous. Rather, this is the normal way to indicate 
that, in the absence of a birthmaid, she delivered her own child. Second, all 
the descriptions of Christ's birth indicate a normal birth, such as "born of a 
woman" (Gal. 4:4); "brought forth" (Luke 2:7); "delivered" (Luke 2:6); 
"birth" (Matt. 1:18); "born" (Matt. 2:2). Third, the Bible does not use any of 
the normal words for a miracle (sign, wonder, power) when speaking of 
Jesus' birth, only of his conception (cf. Isa. 7:14 and Matt. 1:18- 23). Fourth, 


it diminishes the humanness of the incarnational event to posit a miracle at 
the point of Jesus’ birth rather than his conception, as the Bible does. As the 
God-man, Jesus was human in every way possible apart from sin (Heb. 
4:15). Fifth, the idea of a miraculous birth of Christ, without coming through 
the birth canal or causing pain, is more Gnostic than Christian. It is more 
like an event found in a second- or third-century apocryphal book than a 
first-century inspired Book. 


Some Protestants have accepted Mary's perpetual virginity, including Luther. 
He wrote, "She was a virgin before the birth of Christ (ante partum) and 
remained one at the birth (in partu) and after the birth (post partum)," even 
going so far as to affirm that "it neither adds nor detracts from faith. It is 
immaterial whether these men were Christ's cousins or his [half-I brothers 
begotten by Joseph."9 However, many Protestants reject the Catholic view 
on the perpetual virginity of Mary. 


Response to Argument from Scripture. Even Ott admits that there is no 
direct reference to Mary's perpetual virginity in any text of Scripture. And to 
infer from the above cited text that Mary was a virgin after Jesus' birth is 
unwarranted. First, as to the use of Luke 1:34 (that she had no relations with 
aman), Ott acknowledges that this supposition of a vow of virginity by 
Mary is contrary to the clear statement of Holy Writ that she was 
subsequently engaged to Joseph (Matt. 1:18). 


Second, the fact that Jesus commended his mother to John at the cross need 


be left in good spiritual hands.10 


Third, there are clear references to Jesus' brothers and sisters in the context 


Judas? Are not his sisters all with us?" (cf. Matt. 12:46 and Gal. 1:19), There 
are several reasons why this text almost certainly indicates that Mary had 
other children after Jesus. For one thing, "brothers" and "'sisters" are 


mentioned in the context of the family with the "carpenter's son" and 
"mother," which clearly indicates they _are immediate blood brothers. For 


"blood brother." In fact, there is no a single example where adelphos is used 
for "cousin" in the New Testament.12 There is a word for "cousin" 
(anepsios), as in Colossians 4:10, where Mark is described as "the cousin 
fanepsios] of Barnabas." But this word is not used in Matthew 13 or in any 
passage referring to Jesus' brothers and sisters. Finally, the words "brother" 
and "sister" are used many other times in the New Testament in a family 
connection, always meaning a literal blood brother or sister (Mark 1:16, 19; 


13:12; John 11:1-2; Acts 23:16; Rom. 16:15). 


Even Ott calls implausible the suggestion that these "brothers" and "sisters" 
of Jesus were Joseph's children from another marriage. If this were so then 
Joseph's oldest son would have been heir to David's throne and not Jesus, 
but the Bible affirms that Jesus was the heir (Matt. 1:1)." 


relations with her until she bore a son, and he named him Otherwise, why 
not say clearly that she never ever had sex with Joseph?15 


In view of all this biblical evidence, there seems to be no real scriptural basis 
for the Catholic belief in Mary's perpetual virginity. 


Response to Argument from Tradition. Some early Fathers opposed the 
concept of the perpetual virginity of Mary, including Tertullian. The 
firstcentury Jewish historian Josephus referred to James as "the brother of 
Further, the doctrine was neither widely accepted nor formulated by creed or 
even local church councils until several centuries after the time of Christ. 
Like many other traditions, there is no evidence to support the idea that it 
was an apostolic teaching, as Catholics claim. Nor is it built on any alleged 
"unanimous consent of the Fathers," of which the Council of Trent speaks. 


Response to Argument from Reason. The idea that Mary had children after 
Jesus is only "horrifying," as some Catholics claim, if one presupposes some 
kind of Gnostic concept of virginal purity. In light of God's command to 


humanity to propagate children (Gen. 1:28) and God's command to Joseph, 
"do not be afraid to take Mary your wife to your home" (Matt. 1:20) and the 
statement "He had no relations with her until she bore a son" (Matt. 1:25), 
there is nothing unnatural or unbiblical about Joseph having sex with Mary 
after Jesus was born. In fact it can be argued that it would have been 
unnatural and unbiblical for him not to do so, since Scripture considers sex 
to be an essential part of marriage (cf. Gen. 1:28; 1 Cor. 7:1- 7; Heb. 13:4). 


A contemporary evangelical work on Mary argues against Mary's perpetual 


relations within marriage (Heb. 13:4), to suggest that Christ would not want 
to be conceived in a womb that would later conceive other humans is to take 


Having said all this, Luther's comment that this doctrine "neither adds nor 
detracts from faith," reminds us that it is not an essential difference between 
Catholics and Protestants. 


THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION 


Roman Catholic teaching on Mary progressively widened the gap between 
Catholics and Protestants. The rift began with the proclamation of Mary's 
immaculate conception. 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION 


a unique gift of grace and privilege of Almighty God, in view of the merits 
of Jesus Christ, the Redeemer of mankind, preserved free from all stain of 
original sin." The decree went on to say that this "has been revealed by 


faith ful."19 This pronouncement was "To the honor of the Holy and 


[and] to the exaltation of the Catholic Faith.-20 


The doctrine can be broken down into its various kinds of causes. "The 
efficient cause (causa efficiens) of the Immaculate Conception of Mary was 


that she entered existence in the state of sanctifying grace." The meritorious 
cause was "the redemption by Jesus Christ," for "by reason of her natural 


contracting original sin ... but by_a special intervention of God, she was 
preserved from stain of original sin." Lastly, "The final cause [purpose, end] 
_.. of the Immaculate conception of Mary is her Motherhood of 


Catholic scholars offer both a biblical and traditional defense of the dogma 
of the immaculate conception. The biblical basis is sought in several texts. 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


Three verses are often used to defend this dogma. The first is found in 
Genesis 3:15. Many Catholic scholars acknowledge that the "literal sense" 
of this text means that "between Satan and his followers on the one hand, 
and Eve and her posterity on the other hand, there is to be constant moral 


"the seed of the woman was understood as referring to the Redeemer ... and 
thus the Mother of the Redeemer came to be seen in the woman." Even the 


extends over her whole life, beginning with her entry into the world."23 


Thus, according to Catholic scholars, we have a reference here to Mary's 
immaculate conception. 


Luke 1:42 is offered in defense of this doctrine. When Elizabeth said, "Most 


was from the beginning of her existence, free from all sin."24 
ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


Catholic scholars point to a few isolated references that they_believe imply. 
Mary's immaculate conception.25 The Lateran Council of A.D. 649 refers to 
her as "immaculate Mary,"26 though it is not clear that this refers to her 
being conceived without a sin nature. Ott points out that "Since the seventh 
conception of Mary, _was celebrated in the Greek Eastern Church."27 Later, 
in the early twelfth century, the British monk Eadmer (c. A.D. 1060-1128) 
advocated the immaculate conception of Mary. John Duns Scotus (d. 1308) 
defended the doctrine, and in 1439 the Council of Basle declared in favor of 
the teaching. The Council of Trent referred obliquely to Mary as "the 
Immaculate Virgin" but did not pronounce on the dogma. Not until 1854 did 
Pope Pius IX pronounce the immaculate conception of Mary as dogma. 


ARGUMENT FROM REASON 


The scholastic axiom that "God could do it, He ought to do it, therefore He 
did it" is sometimes used to support this dogma.28 This argument was found 
previously in the writings of the twelfth-century British monk Eadmert. 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION 


Protestants, like some noted Catholic theologians before them, reject the 
doctrine of the immaculate conception of Mary. Following Aquinas, they 
believe it is inconsistent with the scriptural pronouncement on the 
universality of sin. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


Generally, three texts are used to support the immaculate conception. As we 
shall see, they all fall far short of proving this doctrine. 


Genesis 3:15. The fact that even Catholic authorities like Ott acknowledge 
that the "literal sense" of this text does not refer to Mary but to Eve and her 
offspring should be argument enough that Mary cannot be legitimately 
inferred from this text. Even if by extension or culmination Mary is found in 
this text in some indirect way, it is a gigantic leap from this to her 
immaculate conception, which is nowhere stated or implied in this passage. 
The literal sense is that Eve (not Mary) and her posterity will win in their 
moral warfare against Satan and his offspring, culminating in the crushing 
victory of the Messiah over Satan and his hosts. The "woman" is obviously 
Eve, the "offspring" are clearly the literal offspring of Eve (cf. 4:1, 25), and 
the victory is the victory of Christ over Satan (cf. Rom. 16:20). 


Protestants need not object to the Catholic argument that, just as the Messiah 
is found by extension and culmination in the term "offspring," even so Mary 
the mother of the Messiah is implied too. Be this as it may, the point still 
stands that there is no necessary or logical connection between Mary being 
the mother of the Messiah and her being conceived without sin. 


Luke 1:28. The angel said to Mary, "Hail, favored one!" Ott's argument that 
the expression "full of grace" represents the proper name and therefore 
expresses a characteristic quality of Mary which must be understood 
extensively over her whole life bristles with problems. First, it is by no 
means necessary to take this expression as a proper name. Even 
contemporary Catholic versions of the Bible do not translate it as a proper 
name (e.g., NAB). It could refer simply to her state of being as a recipient of 
God's favor. 


Further, even if the expression were a proper name and referred to her 
essential character it is not necessary to take it extensively all the way back 
to her birth. The only way one could conclude this is by factors beyond the 
text itself. Catholics believe that tradition fills in what the Scriptures do not 
declare here. If this is so, then why appeal to Scripture for support? Why not 
just admit what many contemporary Catholics are reluctant to acknowledge, 


namely, that this teaching is not found in Scripture but was added centuries 
later by tradition? 


Also, even if it were taken extensively to Mary's beginning it does not 
necessarily mean an immaculate conception. It could simply refer to God's 
grace being upon her life from the point of conception. That was true of 
others, including Jeremiah (Jer. 1) and John the Baptist (Luke 1), who were 
not immaculately conceived. 


Finally, as Miller and Samples note in their excellent treatment of 


charito. "Charito is used of believers in Ephesians 1:6 without implying 
sinless perfection. So again there is hence nothing about Luke 1:28 that 
establishes the doctrine of the immaculate conception. That Mary _was 
inference."29 One must appeal to traditions outside the Bible, and late ones 
at that, to find support for this Catholic dogma. 


Luke 1:41. Ott's reasoning that this blessing is parallel to the one on Christ 
and, therefore, suggests that "Mary, just like Christ, was from the be ginning 
of her existence, free from all sin"30 is tenuous. The passage nowhere 
makes any such parallel between Mary and Christ. And even if the parallel 
could somehow be made, an immaculate conception would not necessarily 
follow from it. Jesus was conceived of a virgin. Mary was not so conceived; 
she had two natural parents. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


Actually, the historical argument for the immaculate conception is very 
weak, with no conciliar reference to it until the twelfth century! The earlier 
possible references to it are late (4th century), scant, and indecisive, some 
not specifically referring to Mary's lack of original sin. There was no 
churchwide pronouncement on it by the church until the nineteenth century! 
And even when it was infallibly defined it was a dogma proclaimed solely 
by the authority of the pope, without the official sanction of a church 
council. This is scarcely early and wide support for the dogma, and it makes 
a sham of the "unanimous consent of the Fathers." 


human be ings.32 In spite of Scotus's attempt to reconcile these, this is still 
the most serious objection. Duns Scotus argued that Mary was in need of 
salvation by Christ, like any other creature, but that, unlike all other 
creatures, she was saved from a sin nature by way of prevention, not by way 
of cure as the rest of us are. There are, however, many objections to this 
noble but futile effort to save this extra-biblical tradition. First, even if this 
were theoretically possible, there is no actual evidence that it is the case. 
Second, it is contrary to Mary's own confession that God was her "Savior" 
(Luke 1:46) after her conception, not just before it, by way of prevention. 
Third, at best the proposed solution of Scotus is deus ex machina, smacking 
of a desperate attempt to rescue a desired but unbiblical doctrine that was 
locked in deadly conflict with another clear teaching of Scripture and the 
church. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM REASON 


The scholastic axiom that "God could do it; He ought to do it, therefore He 
did it" is a weak justification of the dogma of the immaculate conception. 
Even those who use it admit that it "gives no Indeed, it is a weak argument. 
Possibility does not prove actuality. Nor does desirability demonstrate 
reality. 


THE SINLESSNESS OF MARY 


teaching, "from her conception Mary was free from all motions of 
concupiscence." And "in consequence of a special privilege of grace from 


Council of Trent declared that "no justified person can for his whole life 


avoid all sins, even venial sins, except on the ground of a special privilege 
from God such as the Church holds was given to the Blessed Virgin."34 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE SINLESSNESS OF MARY 


According to Catholic dogma, Mary had neither the tendency to sin nor did 
she ever actually sin during her entire life. Catholics use both Scripture and 
tradition to support this view. 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


from the text: Luke 1,28: “Hail, full of grace!' since personal moral defects 


are irreconcilable with fullness of grace."35 Grace is taken here to be both 
extensive and preventative. 


ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


The house of church fathers was divided on Mary's sinlessness. Nonetheless, 
Roman Catholic scholars point with pride to the fact that "the Latin Patristic 
authors unanimously teach the doctrine of the sinlessness of Mary."36 
Again, this is far short of the "unanimous consent" of all church fathers, 
which the Council of Trent claimed for dogma. 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO THE SINLESSNESS OF MARY 


The Bible does not support the sinlessness of Mary. To the contrary, it 
affirms her sinfulness. Speaking as a sinner, Mary said, "my spirit rejoices in 
God my savior" (Luke 1:46). An examination of the text used to prove 
Mary's sinlessness reveals the lack of any real support for such a doctrine. 
Contrary to Scotus's solution of her being prevented from needing to be 
saved from sin, she was confessing her present need (after her conception) 
of a Savior. Indeed, she even presented an offering to the Jewish priest 
arising out of her sinful condition (Luke 2:22-24) which was required by law 
(Lev. 12). This would not have been necessary if she were sinless. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


The Catholic argument that Mary was "full of grace" at the annunciation in 


one." The Vulgate's misleading rendering became the basis for the idea that 
grace extended throughout Mary's life. Second, taken in context the 
salutation of the angel is only a reference to her state at that moment, not to 
her entire life. It does not affirm that she was always and would always be 


Mary_was not only limited in time but also in function. The grace she 
received was for the task of being the mother of the Messiah, not to prevent 
even Catholic scholars admit that Mary_was in need of redemption. Why, if 
she was not a sinner? Ott says that Mary "required redemption and was 
redeemed by Christ."37 And, as we have already seen, it is biblically 
unfounded to suggest that she was prevented from inheriting sins rather than 


being delivered from it. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


Besides the lack of scriptural support for Mary's sinlessness the argument 
from the Fathers is weak. Even Ott admits that many_"'Greek Fathers 

Mary suffered from venial personal faults, such as ambition and vanity, 
doubt about the message of the Angel, and lack of faith under the Cross."38 


contrary.39 In spite of all the evidence to the contrary, however, the Council 
of Trent affirmed Mary's sinlessness as an infallible truth of the Catholic 
faith. 


THE BODILY ASSUMPTION OF MARY 


The Roman Catholic dogmas concerning Mary reveal a progressive 
glorification of her. According to official Catholic doctrine, Mary moved 
from being sinless to being immaculately conceived to being bodily 
assumed into heaven and even venerated as Mediatrix (a mediator of grace) 
and "Queen of Heaven." There is a strong cult of Mary within the Roman 
Catholic Church that would carry it even further. Indeed, as we shall see, in 
practice many folk Catholics virtually deify Mary. 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE BODILY ASSUMPTION OF MARY 


heaven."40 In 1950, the Roman Catholic Church spoke ex cathedra to 
proclaim infallibly that "just as the glorious resurrection of Christ was an 
essential part, and final evidence of the victory, so the Blessed Virgin's 
common struggle with her son was to be concluded with the ‘glorification’ 


as the highest crown of her privileges, that she should be immune from the 
corruption of the tomb, and that in the same manner as her Son she would 
of heaven, where as Queen she would shine forth at the right hand of the 
same Son of hers, the Immortal King of Ages."42 


Catholics defend the dogma of Mary's bodily assumption by both Scripture 
and tradition. Biblical support is scant, but Catholic scholars still use several 
texts in support of it. 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


1 Corinthians 15:23. From this text Catholic theologians argue the 
those "who belong to Christ."43 They fail to specify just how Mary's bodily 
assumption before other believers is compatible with this text. 


Matthew 27:52-53.Ott argues that the graves opening after Jesus' 
resurrection and many saints emerging shows the "probability" of the bodily 
assumption of Mary. For "If ... the justified of the Old Covenant were called 
to perfection of salvation immediately after the conclusion of the redemptive 


work of Christ, then it is possible and probable that the Mother of the Lord 
was called to it also."44 


19), as well as from her return to 


Revelation 12:1-6. This passage speaks of a woman who gave birth to "a 


God and his throne." On this basis "scholastic theology sees also the 
transfigured mother of Christ."46 


understands Christ, and by the woman, Mary, it is argued that as Mary had 
an intimate share in Christ's battle against Satan and in His victory over 
death."48 


SPECULATIVE ARGUMENTS FOR THE BODILY ASSUMPTION OF MARY 


Catholic theologians infer the bodily assumption of Mary from several other 
dogmas about her. Each is briefly stated here. 


Argument from the Freedom from Sin. Catholicism argues that, since the 


God's original plan for mankind."49 


Argument from the Motherhood of God. According to this reasoning, "As 


spiritual relationship the Motherhood of Mary demands a likeness to her 
Divine Son in body and soul."'so 


Argument from the Perpetual Virginity of Mary. This speculation suggests 
that, "As Mary's body was preserved unimpaired in virginal integrity, it was 
fitting that it should not be subject to destruction after death."S1 In short, 
Mary's perpetual virginity is used to prove her bodily immortality. 


Argument from Mary's Participation in Christ's Work. Catholic theology 


This kind of argument was later to lead to Mary's role as coredemptrix and 
Queen of Heaven (see below). 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO THE BODILY ASSUMPTION OF 
MARY 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


Even noted defenders of Catholic dogma admit that "direct and express 
scriptural proofs are not to be had."53 They speak rather of the "possibility" 
or "probability" of it, based on certain texts. When, however, the texts are 
examined closely, no such probability exists. 


Matthew 27:52-53. The fact that some saints arose immediately after Jesus’ 
resurrection in no way shows that Mary was bodily assumed into heaven. 
First, the text speaks only of some being raised from their graves, not of 
ascending into heaven. Second, many scholars believe these saints were only 
resuscitated like Lazarus, not resurrected in immortal bodies. Third, Mary is 
not mentioned in the group that was raised, nor is there any mention 
anywhere in Scripture of her being raised at a later time. So the belief that 
Mary was bodily assumed into heaven has no basis in this text whatsoever. 


Luke 1:28. Scholastic theology's inference of Mary's bodily assumption 


from her "fullness of grace" spoken of in this verse is unjustified for two 


basic reasons. First, as scholastic theology_admit, no such teaching is 
explicit in this text. Second, "fullness of grace" is not such a theologically 


16-19), as well as from her return to dust."54 


Revelation 12:1-6. This passage does not support the bodily assumption of 
Mary for several reasons. First, the "woman" does not represent Mary but 
the nation of Israel for whom there is "a place prepared by God, that there 
she might be taken care of for twelve hundred and sixty days" (v. 6) during 
the tribulation period before Christ returns to earth (cf. Rev. 11:2-3). 


Second, it was only Christ, not the woman who was "caught up to God and 
his throne" (v. 5). It is pure eisegesis (reading into the text), not legitimate 
exegesis (reading out of the text) to see Mary's bodily assumption here. 
Likewise, to argue that Mary, though not being caught up here, is pictured in 
heaven in the celestial imagery is equally farfetched. Nothing of the kind is 
stated in this text that would entail a belief in her bodily assumption, at least 
not before the resurrection of the rest of the saints (1 Thess. 4:13-18). 


Mary's immaculate conception foreshadowed in the creation of the universe 
in an immaculate state, nor in Eve, the mother of our race. Creating 
analogies like these prove nothing, except that one has run out of any real 
biblical support for the dogma. One could prove almost anything by the 
same kind of argument. Third, the argument is based on another baseless 
belief that Mary's body was incorruptible after her death and before her 


most Fathers and theologians of the Catholic church believe that "Mary 
suffered a temporal death" like other mortals.57 Why then should we believe 


she was exempted from physi cal corruption any more than she was not 
exempted from physical death entailed by the fall (Rom. 5:12)? 


Genesis 3:15. The bodily assumption of Mary is no more found in this text 
than is the immaculate conception. Even the Catholic authority on dogma, 
Ludwig Ott, admits that "It is true that the literal reference of the text is to 
Eve and not Mary."" The text is clearly speaking about Eve and her 
descendants, not Mary. And, as already noted, the indirect sense in which 
Mary is involved as the mother of the "seed" or "offspring" (Christ) who 
will crush the serpent in no way even implies her sinlessness or immaculate 


conception. 


RESPONSE TO SPECULATIVE ARGUMENTS 


Catholic theologians infer the bodily assumption of Mary from several other 
Catholic dogmas about her. Each will be briefly stated here. 


Freedom from Sin Argument. Mary's bodily assumption cannot be 
legitimately inferred from her alleged sinlessness for many reasons. First, it 
assumes her sinlessness, which is not based in Scripture and even has strong 
arguments against it from the Fathers, such as Thomas Aquinas and others. 
Second, even Catholic scholars admit that there is no necessary connection 
here, thus settling for the weaker phrase "it is fitting." At best this would 
show only the possibility, not probability, of this conclusion. Third, most 
Catholic authorities admit that Mary died. According to Paul (Rom. 5:12), 
however, death is a punishment for sin. It begs the question to say that Mary 
did not die a natural death; if she was sinless, why should she die at all? She 
should have been taken bodily into heaven without death. The fact that Mary 
died shows that she was not exempt from punishment due to inherited 
original sin, and thus reveals that she must have had original sin. 


Motherhood of God Argument. This too is a weak argument. For one thing, 
it depends on another assumption, namely, that Mary was the mother of God 
in any sense more than that she was the human channel through which the 
God-man was brought into this world. As we will see below, while classical 
Protestantism accepts the term "Mother of God," it rejects the venerational 
baggage with which Catholic theology had laden it. Further, the use of the 
phrase "it was fitting" belies the weakness of the argument's premise. There 


certainly is no logically necessary connection between Mary being bodily 
assumed into heaven and her being the earthly mother of Jesus. 


Perpetual Virginity Argument. Here again we have a premise that is an 
assumption (not based on Scripture) and an inference that is not necessary. A 
lot of things are merely "fitting" that never happen. Here too we have a weak 
analogy and a conclusion that does not validly follow from it. 


Mary's Participation in Christ's Work Argument. Two assumptions in this 
argument need to be challenged. First, Mary's alleged redemptive capacity 
as mother of the Redeemer is not supported by Scripture (see below). In fact, 
even Catholic theology admits that Christ alone, not Mary, suffered for our 
sins on the cross. Further, a bodily assumption is a large and invalid leap 
from sharing with her Son in his redemptive work. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


authorities admit that "The idea of the bodily assumption of Mary is first 
expressed in certain transitus-narratives of the fifth and sixth centuries." 


admits that belief in this dogma did not appear until nearly the seventh cen 


tury.60 Noted Catholic theologian Karl Rahner acknowledged that "at best it 


as the only secure anchor for theology, Catholic Mariology having cut loose 
from this anchor is hopelessly adrift upon a sea of splendid but dubious 


WH 


“Roman logic." Citing Victor Buksbazen,_"the non-Catholic student of 
Mariology who tries to follow its shaky premises and strained conclusions 
finds himself in a kind of theological Alice in Wonderland in which things, 


in spite of their seeming logic, become “curriouser and curriouser."'62 


THE MEDIATORSHIP OF MARY 


Another area of tension with Protestant theology is the Catholic belief in the 
mediatorship of Mary. This cooperative work with Christ in redemption runs 
headlong into conflict with the Protestant belief in the uniqueness of Christ's 
atonement. 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE MEDIATORSHIP OF MARY 


According to Catholic theology, "although Christ is the sole Mediator 
between God and man (I Tim. 2, 5), since He alone, by His death on the 
Cross, fully reconciled mankind with God, this does not exclude a secondary 
unite men to God perfectively (perfective) appertains to Christ according to 
2 Cor. V. 19. Therefore Christ alone is the perfect mediator between God 
and man, inasmuch as He reconciled mankind with God by His death. ... But 
being called mediators between God and man, in so far as they, by preparing 
or serving ,-cO-operate in uniting men to God."64 


Mary_was called "mediatrix" in the 1854 bull "Ineffabilis" of Pope Pius IX, 
the same document that proclaimed her immaculate conception. Catholic 
authorities take this to mean two things: "1. Mary_is the Mediatrix of all 
graces by_her co-operation in the Incarnation. And 2. Mary is the Mediatrix 
of all graces by_her intercession in Heaven."65 According to Pope Leo XIII 
in ""Magnae Del Matris": "Nothing whatever of that immense treasure of all 


that, just as no one can come to the Father on high except through the Son, 
so almost in the same manner, no one can come to Christ except through his 
Mother."66 


Mary's cooperation in the incarnation has earned her "the title Coredemptrix 
= Coredemptress, which has been current since the fifteenth cen tury."67 
This, Catholic scholars remind us, "must not be conceived in the sense of an 


redemption and in fact was redeemed by _Christ."68 Indeed, "Christ alone 


grace of Redemption merited by Christ, Mary, by_her spiritual entering into 
the sacrifice of her Divine son for men, made atonement for the sins of men, 
and (de congruo) merited the application of the redemptive grace of Christ. 
In this manner she co-operates in the subjective redemption of mankind."69 
Christ alone, of course, provided the objective basis for redemption in his 
death on the cross. 


In addition to being the Mediatrix or channel through which Christ and his 
redemption came into the world, Catholics hold that "Mary is Mediatrix of 


the actual intercessory_co-operation of 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION 


Both biblical and traditional evidence have been offered for Mary's role as 
Mediatrix. The biblical texts cited, however, are scant. Ott summarizes the 
evidence this way: "Theologians seek a biblical foundation in the words of 
_.. Lhe mystical interpretation ... sees in John the representative of the 
whole human race. In him Mary was given as the spiritual mother of the 


eternal salvation."72 


As to the evidence from tradition for Mary's role as Mediatrix of 
redemption, some allusions to similar roles are found in Origen and 
became more numerous during the peak period of the Middle Ages." For 
example, Bernard of Clairvaux said, "God wished that we have nothing, 
except by the hands of Mary."73 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO THE MEDIATORSHIP OF MARY 


The way the role of Mary is carefully defined by many Catholic theologians 
makes it difficult to charge it with outright (formal) heresy. Be that as it may, 
there are some serious biblical and practical problems with it. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


"Express scriptural proofs are lacking," He says merely that "theologians 
seek a biblical foundation" in a "mystical" interpretation of John 19:26.74 
Such an interpretation is far removed from the actual meaning of the text 
and by virtue of its farfetched nature only weakens the case for the doctrine. 
Indeed, the clear meaning of many passages of sacred Scripture declare that 
there is only "one mediator between God and the human race, Christ Jesus, 
himself human" (1 Tim. 2:5; cf. John 10:1-11; 14:6; Heb. 1:2-3; 10:12). 


The Catholic claim that "one" (Gk: monos) in 1 Timothy 2:5 does not mean 


And regardless of the fact that there are other human intercessors to God on 
earth (2:1-2),75 it is clear that there is only one mediator between humans 
and God. For if monos does not mean "only one," then the apostle has left 
open the door for polytheism too. For the same term is used of God in this 
text. 


Finally, there is an inherent dilemma in Catholic Mariology. On the one 
hand, Catholic theology_admits that everything we need as believers we can 
get from Christ. On the other hand, many Catholic theologians have exalted 


dilemma. For either the role of Mary _is rendered superfluous or else the 
allsufficiency_ of Christ's mediation is diminished.76 The only way out of the 
dilemma is to hold, as do Protestants, that Mary is not the dispenser of all 
grace. This is not to say that Mary, as the earthly mother of Jesus, was the 
channel through which God's grace entered the world but only that Mary is 
not now, in heaven, the dispenser of God's grace to us. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


Catholic scholars also admit that "express testimonies" from the early 
Fathers are "few in number," most being after the eighth century. O'Carroll 
explicitly admits that "the Fathers of the Church and early Christian writers 
did not so interpret the words of the dying Christ."77 Here again, Roman 
Catholic scholars manifest a rather arbitrary use of the Fathers, citing them 
when they favor their dogma and ignoring them when they do not. In fact, 
the mediatorship of Mary has never been proclaimed as an infallible dogma 
by the church and, therefore, can be rejected by faithful Catholics without 
fear of being censored. 


THE VENERATION OF MARY 


The Mariological doctrine that is perhaps most repugnant to Protestants is 
the veneration of Mary. This is based on her role as "Mother of God." This is 
obvious in one of the most popular of all Catholic prayers known as the 
"Hail Mary," which ends: "Holy Mary, Mother of God. Pray for us sinners 
now and at the hour of our death." 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE VENERATION OF MARY 


and honored on a level higher than another creature, angels, or saints. In 


other words, "In view of her dignity as the Mother of God and her fullness 


angels and to the other saints. The special veneration thus given to Mary _is 
called cultus hyperduliae.""79 So God alone is worshiped in the sense of 
latria. Mary is venerated in the sense of hyperdulia, and saints and angels are 
honored with dulia. 


Three kinds of arguments are offered in support of the special venerating of 
and prayers to Mary. Catholics argue from Scripture, tradition, and analogy. 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


Ott summarizes the texts for honoring Mary at a level above all other 
creatures but below God. 


The Scriptural source of the special veneration due to the Mother of God is 
to be found in Luke 1, 28: "Hail, full of grace, the Lord is with thee," in the 
praise of Elizabeth, filled with the Holy Ghost, Luke 1, 42: "Blessed art thou 
words of the Mother of God, Luke 1, 48: "For behold, from henceforth all 
generations shall call me blessed," in the words of the woman in the 


that gave thee suck."80 


ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


of Christ for the first three centuries. Then, "From the fourth century 
onwards we find a formal veneration of Mary Indeed, such phrases as 
"Mother of God," "Co-redemptress," and even "Queen of Heaven" have 
been used to support the veneration of Mary down through the centuries. 


ARGUMENT FROM ANALOGY 


Many Catholics think of Mary as the prototypical Christian, the one to 
whom God gave all the blessings of redemption. They argue that, while all 
Christians will eventually receive complete sanctification after death, Mary 
received hers at conception. Likewise, while other Christians will attain 
bodily resurrection after Christ's return, Mary received her bodily 
assumption before Christ's coming again. Hence, they insist that it is 
appropriate to honor her more than others now, since she has attained her 
glorification earlier than other creatures. 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO THE VENERATION OF MARY 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


There is absolutely nothing in the biblical text that supports the conclusions 
Catholics draw from them, namely, that Mary should be venerated above all 
creatures but below God. The texts say nothing about veneration or prayers 
to Mary; they simply call Mary "blessed" of God, which she truly was. 
Contrary to Catholic practice, however, Mary was not blessed above all 
women but simply was the most blessed among all women. Even the 
Catholic New American Bible reads: "Most blessed are you among women" 
(Luke 1:42, emphasis added). This is not a distinction without a difference, 
for it is strange logic to argue that being the most blessed among women 
makes Mary worthy of more honor than all other women. Eve was the 
mother of all the living (Gen. 3:20), a distinctive honor held by no other 
person, including Mary, and yet she is not venerated by Catholics in accord 
with her blessed status. Even great sinners who are forgiven are highly 
blessed but need not be most highly esteemed because of that blessing (cf. 1 
Cor. 15:9; 1 Tim. 1:15). There is not a single instance in the New Testament 
where veneration was given to Mary. When the magi came to the manger to 
visit the Christ child, Matthew 2:11 declares that "they prostrated themselves 
and did him homage," not Mary (emphasis added). 


Further, Scripture forbids us to bow down in veneration before any creature, 
not to make "idols" of any creature or even "bow down" to them in an act of 
religious devotion (Exod. 20:4-5).82 To call Mary "Queen of Heaven," 
knowing that this very phrase comes from an old pagan idolatrous cult 


condemned in the Bible (cf. Jer. 7:18), only invites the charge of Mariolatry. 
And Mariolatry is idolatry. 


Finally, despite theological distinctions to the contrary, in practice there is 
often no real difference between the veneration given to Mary and that given 
to Christ. This is true for many Catholics in spite of the church's use of 
verses showing that we should "honor" our parents (Deut. 5:16) and our 
rulers (Rom. 13:1-7). Furthermore, there is clearly a difference, both in 
theory and in practice, in the way Catholics honor other human beings and 
the way they honor Mary. Consider the following book, Novena Prayers in 
Honor of Our Mother of Perpetual Help, with the Catholic Imprimatur (and 
nihil ob- stat) on it which guarantees that there is nothing heretical in it. 


We have no greater help, no greater hope than you, O Most Pure Virgin; help 


disappoint 


In the same devotional book Mary's devotees pray: 


Numerous examples of this kind of Mary worship can be found in 
Alphonsus de Liguori's famous book, The Glories of Mary (A.D. 1750), 
which is published in over 800 editions! A few examples will suffice: 


Shall we scruple to ask her to save us, when "the way of salvation is open to 
none otherwise than through Mary." 


"Many things," says Nicephorus, "are asked from God, and are not granted: 
they are asked from Mary, and are obtained." 


At the commands of Mary all obey-even God" 1!!!185 


less traditional Catholics.86 The theoretical distinctions notwithstanding, on 
the experiential level, there appears to be little if any difference between the 
intensity of this devotion to Mary and the worship of God. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


The evidence from tradition for venerating Mary is not solid and it is not 
early. While there was some earlier fascination with Mary, even Ott admits 
that the veneration of Mary only dates from the fourth It was at that time that 
a sect (cult) formed consisting of women who worshiped the virgin Mary as 
a goddess. The group originated in Thrace, was also found in Arabia, and 


Very_early_in church history, Epiphanius sensed the potential danger inherent 
in too much attention being paid to Mary. In this he reminds us of Luther's 
attitude many years later. Harold 0. J. Brown states the concern of 
evangelicals: "Even if one accepts the traditional Catholic distinction 


such a distinction becomes quite obscure in practice."90 Indeed, when 
attention to Mary imperils the sufficiency of Christ, the very essence of the 
Gospel is threatened. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM ANALOGY 


There are many objections to the overused argument from analogy. First, it 
is not really an argument at all. At best, analogies only illustrate a point that 
must be proven some other way; they do not prove anything. Also, there is 
absolutely no indication in Scripture that any such comparison should be 
made; Mary is never referred to as the prototypical Christ. What is more, 
there is no evidence that Mary attained her sanctification earlier than the rest 


of us: she confessed being a sinner (Luke 1:46); she offered a sacrifice for 
her sinful condition (Luke 2:22); and, as even Catholic theologians admit, 
she died like the rest of us. So Mary showed no evidence of having received 
ultimate sanctification (glorification) while on earth. Even if Mary had 
attained her glorification earlier than other creatures, this still would not 
justify venerating her any more than we should a saint or an angel. Angels in 
Scripture even forbid humans to bow before them to worship God (cf. Rev. 
22:8-9). 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE VENERATION OF RELICS 


A word should be said here about the Catholic doctrine of venerating relics 
of Mary and other saints. According to Catholic dogma, "It is permissible 
and profitable to venerate the relics of saints."91 The Council of Trent 
declared: "Also the holy bodies of the holy martyrs and of the others who 
dwell with Christ ... are to be honored by the Ott says that "the reason for the 
veneration of relics lies in this, that the bodies of the saints were living 


awakened and glorified and that through them God bestows many benefits 
on mankind." Further, "As well as the bodies and their parts, objects which 


came into physical contact with the saints are also venerated as relics."93 
PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO THE VENERATION OF RELICS 


Most Protestants find this practice repugnant. The reasons will become 
apparent as we critique the arguments offered by Catholics in favor of 
venerating relics, as well as note positive reasons against such veneration. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


even noted Catholic authority Ludwig Ott admits that "Holy Writ does not 
mention the veneration of relics."95 Neither do the so-called precedents in 
Scripture prove the Catholic practice, for the bones of Joseph were not 
venerated, but were simply preserved (Exod. 13:19). Hence, to use this verse 
as proof for venerating relics is to take it out of context. 


Likewise, the fact that God performed a miracle through contact with 
Elijah's mantle (2 Kings 2:13-14) does not justify venerating them any more 
than it would justify venerating other physical means that God has used to 
convey miracles, such as the rod of Moses, the clay Jesus used to heal the 
blind man, or the hands or handkerchiefs of the apostles used to cure 
diseases! 


Neither does the fact that the Old Testament ark of the Covenant was 
considered sacred and that Uzzah was struck dead for touching it (2 Sam. 
6:7) prove that relics of dead saints should be venerated. First, Uzzah was 
not killed for failing to venerate the ark but for disobeying the law of God 
showing respect for the ark, in which the very presence of God and his glory 
was manifested, is far from venerating the relics of human creatures. For one 
thing, the ark was a divinely appointed symbol, not the mere remains and 
adornment of men. Also, it was a special symbol in a unique theocracy, 
where God personally and visibly (in the cloud of his glory) dwelt among 
his specially chosen people, Israel. And, even granting this special place the 
ark had, they were not to venerate it (cf. Exod. 20:4-5) but simply to obey 
God's laws with regard to its use. 


Finally, the cures achieved by clothes from the apostle do not prove that we 
should venerate handkerchiefs (Acts 19:12) but only that God gave special 
"signs of an apostle" (2 Cor. 12:12). What is conspicuously absent in all of 
the alleged biblical "precedents" that Catholic apologists use is the act of 
veneration. 


THE BIBLICAL CASE AGAINST VENERATING RELICS 


who "revered and worshiped the creature rather than the creator" (Rom. 
1:25). Even noted Catholic scholar Louis Bouyer pointed affirmed that "it is 


is one error Christians must guard against more than any other, it is 


idolatry."97 Unfortunately, the fine theological distinctions Catholics make 
between the different kinds of veneration or worship do not do this. Indeed, 
the Bible forbids us ever to make or even bow before an image of any 
creature in an act of religious devotion: "You shall not make for yourselves 
any carved image, or any likeness of anything that is in heaven above, or 
that is in the earth beneath, or that is in the waters under the earth; you shall 
not bow down nor serve them. For I, the Lord your God, am a jealous God 
.." (Exod. 20:4-5 NKJV). 


Roman Catholics responded by saying that the prohibition against making 
images and bowing down to them in religious devotion is not absolute for 
two reasons: First, God himself commanded the making of images such as 
the cherubim in the tabernacle (Exod. 25:18) and the flowered columns in 
Solomon's temple (1 Kings 7:18-19). Second, there are many occasions in 
the Bible where bowing down before a person is not considered idolatry 
(e.g., Gen. 19:1; 23:7; 33:3; 2 Sam. 15:5). Both of these arguments fail, 
however, to observe significant differences. 


First, the symbols used in the temple (e.g., cherubim) were divinely 
appointed symbols, not humanly contrived idols. Second, there was no 
chance that the people of Israel would fall down before the cherubim in the 
most holy place, since they were forbidden to enter the holy place at any 
time. Even the high priest went in only once a year on the Day of Atonement 
(Lev. 16). Further, the prohibition is not against making any carved image 
for decorative purposes, but of those used in religious worship. In other 
words, they were not to worship any other God or any image of any god. 
These cherubim were not given to Israel as images of God but as 
representations of angels. Nor were they given to be worshiped or even 
venerated. And the flowered columns in Solomon's temple were purely 
ornamental. They were not used for veneration, hence, they were not in 
violation of the commandment in Exodus 20. Finally, the Exodus 20 
prohibition is not against religious art as such, which includes things in 
heaven (angels) and on earth (humans, animals, etc.). Rather, it was against 
using any image as an object of religious devotion. This is evident from the 
fact the people were instructed not to "bow down to them nor serve them" 
(Exod. 20:5). The distinction between non-religious use of images and a 
religious use is important. 


The Use of Images or Representations of God 


Forbidden Permitted 

Object of worship Not an object of worship 
Appointed by man Appointed by God 

Religious purpose Educational or ornamental purpose 


To represent essence of God _— To affirm truth about Christ on earth 


When Catholics argue that religiously bowing down before an image is not 
wrong because there are many cases in the Bible where such bowing down 
is approved (e.g., Gen. 18:2) they confuse two very different contexts. First, 
the people were not bowing before an image but a person, and they were 
bowing out of respect, not reverence. The Bible condemns even bowing 
before an angel to worship God (Rev. 22:8-9). More importantly, all the 
cases of approved bowing before another creature are not religious, but 
social. 


Some contemporary Catholic theologians insist that the biblical prohibitions 
are only against idolatry, and venerating relics is not the same as wor shiping 


help _us."98 This response misses the point. The question is not whether one 
should pray to an image of Mary (or any creature) but whether they should 
pray to the saint with or without the use of an image. As we have shown 
elsewhere (chap. 16), only God should be the object of prayer. The response 
also diverts the issue, which is not whether one should pray to an image but 
whether one should use an image in one's prayers. After all, even pagans do 
not pray to the image but to the spirit behind it. The Bible tells us clearly 
that there are demonic spirits behind idols (1 Cor. 10:19-20). Perhaps this 
accounts for many of the supernormal apparitions that are connected with 
using images and venerating or praying to departed persons, since the Bible 
speaks of demons working deceiving "signs" and "wonders" (2 Thess. 2:9; 
Rev. 16:14). Finally, it fails to recognize what God knows, namely, that the 
idolatrous tendency of the human heart will easily lead it from veneration to 
adoration, from honoring the relic or image to worshiping it or the person 
behind it. It is for this reason that even veneration of relics is prohibited. 


God knows the idolatrous tendencies of the human heart. Even the bronze 
serpent that God designated for the healing of his snake-bitten people (Num. 
21) was later worshiped by Israel in the days of the kings (2 Kings 18:4). 
God, knowing that even devout Israelites might be tempted to venerate the 
remains of Moses, buried him in an unknown place (Deut. 34:5-6) 
apparently to prevent idolatry that the devil desires to encourage (cf. Jude 9). 
And Jesus condemned the Pharisees: "Because you ... build the tombs of the 
prophets and adorn the monuments of the righteous" (Matt. 23:29). 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


Catholics and Protestants share many beliefs about Mary. Both proclaim her 
to be the most blessed woman on the face of the earth. Both insist she was a 
virgin when she conceived Jesus. Both acknowledge that she was the mother 
of God, in the sense of being the earthly channel through which the God- 
man came into this world. Both believe she is a great model of the Christian 
life, a noble and virtuous woman. Both believe that she was a creature in 
need of redemption, which was wrought only through Jesus Christ. Some 
Protestants, for example, Luther, Calvin, and Zwingli, even believed in 
Mary's per petual virginity and immaculate conception. The first two named 
Reformers even believed that she interceded for us. However, Zwingli and 


praying to Mary to make intercession for us.99 


In spite of these areas of agreement, there are significant differences 
between Catholics and Protestants in the area of Mariology. Protestants take 


Instead she is discussed in the last chapter of Lumen Gentium, situating her 


role as a member of the church. It declared that the Catholic church 
to refrain as much from all false exaggeration as from too summary _an 
attitude in considering the special dignity of the Mother of God.... Let them 


brethren or any_others whatsoever into error."102 


Protestants see no biblical basis for believing that Mary was perpetually 
sinless. And, despite technical distinctions to the contrary, evangelicals 
argue that there are no practical differences between the veneration of Mary 
and the worship of God in the minds of devout Marian Catholics.10' Indeed, 
most Catholics bow in prayer before an image of Mary, which violates the 
prohibition against idolatry in the Ten Commandments.104 Martin Chemnitz 
states the evangelical position well: "in this dispute I want nothing taken 


to her which are both in agreement with the Scripture and can be proved 
from there, so that the name of the Lord may be Holy. No other celebration 
can be pleasing to 


16 
PURGATORY 


Another area of significant difference between Catholics and Protestants 
revolves around the doctrine of purgatory. It must be noted that Martin 


straight to Indeed, disputes over it and associated doctrines emerged during 
the Reformation. Three important topics cluster around this issue: the 
treasury of merit, prayers for the dead, and good works for the dead. First, 
we will consider the doctrine of purgatory itself. 


THE DOCTRINE OF PURGATORY 


The belief in purgatory _is an essential part of the Catholic faith. The Council 


punishment remains to be discharged, either in this world or in Purgatory, 
before the gates of Heaven can be opened, let him be 


THE DOCTRINE STATED 


devotions of the living, As to whether purgatory_is a place,4 what the precise 
nature of the pain is, or how long one remains there is not part of infallible 
teaching. Of course, infallible or not, many other teachings about purgatory 
are widely believed and practiced in Catholicism, since both noted 
theologians and popes have taught on the topic. Even granting room for 
poetic license, the current shrinking doctrine of purgatory is a far cry from 
that in the Roman Catholic classic, Dante's Inferno. 


Ludwig Ott defined purgatory_as follows: "The souls of the just which, in 
the moment of death, are burdened with venial sins or temporal punishment 
due to sins, enter Purgatory."5 Since purgatory is a preparation for heaven, 
only believers go there. Unbelievers go directly to hell. Purgatory, then, is a 
period of temporal punishment for sins after death and before heaven. Many 
contemporary Catholic theologians downplay and even deny that purgatory 
is a place, thinking of it more as a process of purification which leads to 
heaven. 


As to the "fire" of purgatory, the current tendency is to take it in a spiritual 
sense. One Catholic catechism states that "the talk of purgatorial fire is an 
image that refers to a deeper reality. Fire can be understood as the cleansing, 


remission of the venial sins which are not yet remitted." Purgatory produces 


"contrition deriving from charity and performed with the help of grace." 


by_the so-called suffering of atonement, that is, by the willing bearing of the 
expiatory_punishment imposed by_God.""' 


The Duration of Purgatory. Two things are noted here: the punishment of 
purgatory is temporal, not eternal; and "the purifying fire will not con tinue 
after the General Judgment."8 After this there is only heaven and hell. 
Ratzinger, shy away from quantifying the time one spends in purgatory. 
They_speak, rather, of it being an "existential time" or "transforming" 
experience when one "encounters Christ." Ratzinger claims that it "is the 
inward necessary_process of transformation in which a person becomes 


in which one spends either longer or shorter periods of time, depending on 
one's sins. Even Ratzinger admits that the pronouncement at Trent implies 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF PURGATORY 


Catholic scholars use both Scripture and tradition to defend the dogma of 
purgatory. We will examine the arguments based on the Bible first. 


Arguments from Scripture. Ott notes that "Holy Writ teaches the existence 
of the cleansing fire indirectly, by admitting the possibility of a purification 
in the other world."" Several Scriptures are cited in support of purgatory. 


2 Maccabees 12:42-46. In this text from the Apocrypha Ott observes that 
"the Jews prayed for their fallen [dead]_.. that their sins might be forgiven 
them."12 This indicates that there is both punishment and forgiveness 
beyond the grave. 


Matthew 12:32. In this passage Jesus said there would never be forgiveness 
for blasphemy of the Holy Spirit. From this Ott infers that this "leaves open 


come."13 


1 Corinthians 3:15. Here Paul declares that "if someone's work is burned up, 
Ott notes that '"The Latin Fathers take the passage to mean a transient 
purification punishment in the other 


Parable, a time-limited condition of punishment in the other world began to 
be seen expressed in the time-limited punishment of the 


Arguments from Tradition. Ott notes that "The main proof for the existence 
of the cleansing fire lies in the testimony of the Fathers." ‘The Latin Fathers 
in particular are cited, Cyprian and Augustine being two cases in point.16 In 
addition to tradition, Roman Catholics offer an argument from human reason 
in favor of purgatory. 


Speculatively, the existence of the cleansing fire can be derived from the 


demands that the punishment of sins still present be effected, but on the 
other hand, forbids that souls that are united in love with God should be cast 
into hell. Therefore, an intermediate state is to be assumed, whose purpose is 


the final purification and which for this reason is of limited duration.17 


So, Catholic scholars believe that the doctrine of purgatory can be found in 
Scripture, especially in the references to punishment for believers after 
death. Further, they find support in tradition as well. 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ARGUMENTS FOR 
PURGATORY 


By way of introduction to our reply, two things should be observed. First, 
Ott admits that the Bible teaches the existence of purgatory only "indirectly," 
and even then it is only a "possibility" from these Scriptures. Phrases like 
these reveal the weakness of the biblical basis for this doctrine. Further, he 
acknowledges that the argument from reason is arrived at only 
"speculatively." In short, there is really no direct or positive proof for 
purgatory from Scripture. Rather, it is based on extra-biblical tradition and 
human speculation. 


Response to Argument from Scripture. The New Catholic Encyclopedia 
frankly acknowledges that "the doctrine of purgatory is not explicitly stated 
in the Bible.""'s Neither is it taught implicitly in Scripture, since the Roman 
Catholic use of Scripture to support purgatory does violence to the contexts 
of the passages employed. A brief examination of them will suffice. 


2 Maccabees 12:42-46. The Protestant response to the use of this text to 
prove purgatory is simple: 2 Maccabees is not part of the inspired canon of 
Scripture, and therefore has no authority. It, along with the rest of the 
Apocrypha, were not accepted as inspired by the Jewish community that 
wrote them. They were not accepted by Jesus and the apostles, who never 
quoted them in the New Testament. They were rejected by many important 
early Fathers of the church, including Jerome, the great biblical scholar and 
transla tor of the Roman Catholic Latin Vulgate. Indeed, they were not 
infallibly added to the Roman Catholic Bible until after the Reformation 
(A.D. 1546), in a futile attempt to support purgatory and prayers for the dead 
which Luther attacked. Even then this polemical anti-Reformation council 


inconsistently rejected some apocryphal books, including one (2 [4] Esdras 
7:105) which speaks against praying for the dead (see chap. 9). 


Matthew 12:32. Catholics’ use of this passage to support the concept of 
forgiveness of sins after death fails for several reasons. First, the text is not 
speaking about forgiveness in the next life after suffering for sins but the 
fact that there will be no forgiveness for this sin in "the world to come" 
(Matt. 12:32, emphasis added). How can the denial that this sin will not ever 
be forgiven, even after death, be the basis for speculating that sins will be 
forgiven in the next life? Also, purgatory involves only venial sins, but this 
sin is not venial; it is mortal, being eternal and unforgiveable. How can a 
statement about the unforgiveness of a mortal sin in the next life be the basis 
for an argument that non-mortal sins will be forgiven then? What is more, 
the passage is not even speaking about punishment, which Catholics argue 
will occur in purgatory. So how could this text be used to support the 
concept of purgatorial punishment? Finally, even if this passage did imply 
punishment, it is not for those who will eventually be saved (as Catholics 
believe is the case with those who go to purgatory) but for those who never 
will be saved. Again, how can a passage not speaking about punishment for 
the saved after death be used as a basis for belief in purgatory, which affirms 
punishment for the saved? In view of these strong differences, it is strange 
indeed that Roman Catholic scholars cite it in support of the doctrine of 
purgatory. It only indicates the lack of real biblical support for the doctrine. 


1 Corinthians 3:15. Here Paul is speaking of believers who will one day _be 
given a wage" (v. 14) for their service to Christ. The texts say_ nothing about 


believers suffering the temporal consequences for their sins in purgatory. 
They_are not burned in the fire; only their works are burned. Believers see 
their works burn but they_escape the fire. Even Ott seems to admit that this 
text "is speaking of a transient punishment of the Day_of General judgment, 
probably consisting of severe tribulations after which the final salvation will 
take place."19 If so, then it is not speaking of what has traditionally been 
called purgatory at all. 


It should be pointed out that contemporary Catholic apologists tend to 
reduce purgatorial pain to the scrutinizing experience of post-mortem 
sanctification, thus indicating their retreat from the more traditional and 
objectionable Roman Catholic teaching on purgatory. First, 1 Corinthians 


was written to those "who have been sanctified in Christ Jesus" (1:2, 
emphasis added). Since they were already positionally sanctified in Christ, 
they needed no fur ther purification to give them a right standing before 
God. They were already "in Christ." After listing a litany of sin, including 
fornication, idolatry, and coveting, Paul adds, "that is what some of you used 
to be; but now you have had yourselves washed, you were sanctified, you 
were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ" (1 Cor. 6:11, emphasis 
added). From this and other Scriptures (cf. 2 Cor. 5:21) it is evident that their 
sins were already taken care of by Christ's suffering (cf. 1 Pet. 2:22-24; 
3:18) and that they stood, clothed in his righteousness, perfect before God. 
They needed no further suffering for sins to attain such a standing or to get 
them into heaven. The fact that God desired them to improve their practical 
state on earth does not diminish for one moment their absolutely perfect 
standing in heaven. No sudden rush of practical sanctification (= purgatory) 
is needed to enter heaven. 


Second, the context reveals that the passage is not speaking about the 
consequence of sin but of reward for service for those who are already 
saved. Paul states clearly: "If the work stands that someone built upon the 
foundation [of Christ], that person will receive a wage [or, (1 Cor. 3:14). The 
question here is not sin and its punishment but service and its reward. 
Likewise, as even Catholic theology acknowledges, the "loss" (v. 15) is 
clearly not referring to salvation since "the person will be saved" (v. 15). 
Thus, the loss must be a loss of reward for not serving Christ faithfully. 
There is absolutely nothing here about suffering for our sins or their 
consequences after death. Christ suffered for all our sins by his death (1 Cor. 
15:3; Heb. 1:2). 


will "disclose" and "test" our "work." Verse 13 says clearly, "the work of 
each will come to light, for the Day will disclose it. It will be revealed with 


added). There is literally nothing here about purging from sin. Contrary to 
the Catholic claim, the aim of the cleansing mentioned is not ontological 
(actual) but functional. The focus is on the crowns believers will receive for 
their service (2 Tim. 4:8), not on how their character is cleansed from It is 
simply a matter of revealing and rewarding our work for Christ (2 Cor. 
5:10). 


Matthew 5:26. Ott's "further interpretation" goes well beyond the context. 
First, Jesus is not speaking about a spiritual prison after death but a physical 
prison before death. The previous verse makes the context clear: "Settle with 


the prison image of purgatory, claiming it is not "some kind of supra-worldly 
concentration camp."22 


Further, to make this an analogy or illustration of a spiritual prison after 
death (i.e., purgatory) is to beg the question, since one has to assume there is 
a purgatory where you "will not be released until you have paid" (v. 26) 
before it can be an illustration of it. Illustrations do not prove anything; they 
only illustrate something already believed to be true. Hence, this passage 
cannot be used as a proof of purgatory. 


Finally, if this text is taken as a reference to purgatory it contradicts the clear 
teaching of Scripture that there is nothing temporal or eternal left to pay for 
the consequences of our sins. While Catholics acknowledge that Christ's 
death paid the penalty for the guilt and eternal consequences of our sins, 
they deny that this means there is no purgatory in which we pay for the 
temporal consequences of our sins. But, as we shall see below, Christ's death 
on the cross was both complete and sufficient for all our sins and all their 
consequences. To say there is some suffering for sins left for us insults the 
once-forall finished work of Christ (cf. Heb. 10:14-15). Once Jesus suffered 
for our sins, there is nothing left for us to suffer, for there is "no 
condemnation" for those in Christ (Rom. 8:1). Indeed, even death is 
overcome (1 Cor. 15:54f.). 


Response to Argument from Tradition. Even though Ott admits that the 


the church fathers, he does not hesitate to reject the testimony of the 
majority of Fathers on other occasions. He notes that "the Fathers, with few 


truth of Rev elation."23 This is a good question and one which we ask of the 
doctrine of purgatory as well. Indeed, as we have seen in examining the 
biblical passages used to support the dogma of purgatory, Catholic scholars 
have misinterpreted Scripture. 


In reading through Ott, a standard Catholic authority on dogma, it is 
interesting to note how many times he admits that this doctrine "is not explic 


are more than a hint to the fact that purgatory has no basis in Scripture. 
PROTESTANT REASONS FOR REJECTING PURGATORY 


Purgatory is a denial of the sufficiency of the cross. Protestants reject the 
doctrine of purgatory primarily because it in effect denies the all-sufficiency 
of Christ's atoning death. Scripture teaches that when Christ died on the 
cross, he proclaimed, "It is finished" (John 19:30). Speaking of his work of 
salvation on earth, Jesus said to the Father, "I glorified you on earth by 
accomplishing the work that you gave me to do" (John 17:4). The writer of 
Hebrews declared emphatically that salvation by Christ's suffering on the 
cross was a once-for-all accomplished fact. "For by one offering he has 
made perfect forever those who are being consecrated" (Heb. 10:14). These 
verses demonstrate the completed, sufficient nature of the work of Christ. To 
affirm that we must suffer for our own sins is the ultimate insult to Christ's 
atoning sacrifice! There is a purgatory, but it is not after our death; it was in 
Christ's death. For "when he had accomplished purification from sins, he 
took his seat at the right hand of the Majesty on high" (Heb. 1:3, emphasis 
added). "Purification" or purging from our "sins" was "accomplished" (past 
tense) on the cross. Thank God that this is the only purgatory we will ever 
have to suffer for our sins. Of course, hell awaits those who reject this 
marvelous provision of God's grace (2 Thess. 1:5-9; Rev. 20:11-15). There 
are also temporal cause-effect relations in this life that what we sow, we reap 
(Gal. 6:8-9). There is, however, absolutely no evidence that we will have to 
pay for our sins in the next life, either eternally or temporally. 


To argue, as Catholic scholars do, that purgatory is part of our experiential 
sanctification is to overlook two important points. First, all experiential 
sanctification occurs in this life before death (cf. 1 Cor. 3:10-13; 2 Cor. 5:10; 
Rev. 22:12). The only sanctification after death is actual. The Bible calls it 
glorification (Rom. 8:30; 1 John 3:2). Second, sanctification is not a process 
of paying for our sins. It is the process through which God, by his grace, 
delivers us from our sins, all for which (past, present, and future) Christ has 
already atoned. To be sure, salvation is not fully obtained at the moment of 
initial justification. Salvation comes in three stages: salvation from the 
penalty of sin (positional justification); salvation from the power of sin 
(practical sanctification); and salvation from the presence of sin (ultimate 
glorification). However, in none of these stages do we atone for our sins as a 
condition for entering heaven. Salvation is not something we "do" to obtain 
heaven. By Jesus' sacrificial death it is done! As the hymn writer put it, 
"Jesus paid it all. All to him I owe. Sin had left a crimson stain. His blood 
has washed it white as snow" (cf. Isa. 1:18). 


established to prevent anyone from crossing" the border into heaven after 
death (Luke 16:26). Upon death a person goes directly to one of two 
destinies, heaven or hell. At death believers immediately "leave the body 
and go home to the Lord" (2 Cor. 5:8). That Paul is not merely expressing 
his wish to be immediately with Christ but a reality is evident from verse 1: 
"For we know... 


Further, the immediacy of ultimate bliss upon death for a Christian is 
confirmed by_many other texts, including the thief on the cross who went 


Paul's last written words when he speaks of his "departure" to receive his 
"crown of righteousness" (2 Tim. 4:6-8). Likewise, the saints who will be 


9:30-31). Likewise, unbelievers enter hell at the moment of death. Jesus told 


the story of how Lazarus died and went to heaven and "the rich man also 
died and was buried, and from the netherworld, where he was in torment... 


is no indication in Scripture that people will be purified from their sins after 


death. Scripture teaches that death is final, and a destiny of woe or bliss is 


THE TREASURY OF MERIT 


Another Catholic teaching associated with the doctrine of purgatory is the 
treasury of meritorious works for the dead. According to Catholic theology, 
in addition to the merit obtained by Christ on the cross, there is a storehouse 
of merit deposited by the saints on which others can draw for help. The 
concept of merit or reward involves the dispersion of mercy over and above 
justice, but such merit is required for salvation nonetheless. In essence, those 
saints who have done more good deeds than necessary for their ultimate 
salvation have put money in the bank of heaven on which others in need can 
draw for theirs. These good works are called works of supererogation, that 
is, works over and above those necessary for themselves. By prayers and 
good deeds on behalf of the dead their stay in purgatory can be shortened as 
they draw on the surplus in the one big treasury of merit. 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF THE TREASURY OF MERIT 


are two kinds of indulgences: partial and plenary (full). A partial indulgence 
frees one from only part of the temporal punishment due for sin that must be 
paid for, either in this life or in purgatory. A plenary indulgence frees one 
from the whole punishment due for that sin. The whole concept that 


indulgences may be obtained from the church is based on the doctrine of 
merit, especially that one can merit favor with God for another 
substitutionally by one's works or prayers. 


Pope Clement VI was the first to declare in the Jubilee Bull (A.D. 1343) the 
doctrine of the "Treasury of the Church." According to Ott, it speaks of "the 
merits (= atonements) of Mary,30 the Mother of God, and of all the chosen, 
from the greatest to the least of the just, [who] contribute to the increase of 
the treasure from which the Church draws in order to secure remission of 


temporal punishment."31 


At Trent the church proclaimed infallibly that the bishops are to "instruct the 
faithful diligently in matters relating to intercession and invocation of the 
saints ... to invoke them and to have recourse to their prayers, assistance and 


known.... Moses offers himself to God as a sacrifice for the people who 
sinned (Ex. 32, _32)." Further, "Job brings God a burnt offering, in order to 


vicarious suffering of atonement of Christ as a ransom, as an offering in 
atonement for the sins of mankind." Likewise, "The Apostle Paul teaches 
that also the faithful can rend[er] expiation for one another."33 Ott also cites 
2 Corinthians 12:15, Colossians 1:24, and 2 Timothy 4:6 as proof texts. 


Argument from Tradition. Catholic scholars point to early Fathers such as 


be supported with the Lord by the help of the martyrs."34 Aquinas argued 
on the basis of Galatians 6:2 ("bear one another's burdens") that, "in so far as 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ARGUMENT FOR THE 
TREASURY OF MERIT 


Protestants reject the Roman Catholic doctrine of a treasury of merit by 
noting that it is based on a misinterpretation of Scripture and is contrary to 
the all-sufficiency of Christ's atonement. 


Response to Argument from Scripture. The Catholic arguments for a 
treasury of merit are seriously lacking. Each passage cited is, on closer 
examination, taken out of context. 


Exodus 32:30-32. In this passage Moses tells Israel, "I will go up to the 
LORD, then; perhaps I may be able to make atonement for your sin." Then 
he prays to God, "If you would only forgive their sin! If you will not, then 
strike me out of the book that you have written." Even a casual look at this 
passage reveals that it does not support a treasury of merit. 


and upon which others can draw.36 At best, the passage merely reveals that 
highly commendable desire of one person who is willing to suffer in the 
place of another. 


Second, God did not accept Moses' offer to be blotted out of God's book for 
Israel's sake. What God did accept was Moses' sacrificial desire as an 
indication of the sincerity of his heart, as he also did in the case of Abraham 
(cf. Gen. 22). God did not accept Moses' offer to give up his place in God's 
book in exchange for the sins of Israel, his life as an atonement; God 
accepted Moses' willingness to be sacrificed for them. Moses never suffered 
having his name taken out of God's book, to say nothing of any temporal 
suffering for Israel's sins. Likewise, Paul expressed a willingness to go to 
hell if Israel could be saved (Rom. 9:3). This too was an admirable but 
unfulfillable desire. It indicated Paul's deep passion for his people. 


Job 1:5. While job did offer sacrifices for his children, here again this 
passages falls far short of supporting the doctrine of a treasury of merit in 
heaven. There is no mention of any such treasury in the text, and nowhere 
does it say that God actually accepted such a solicitous act of job on behalf 
of his children. The passage could be descriptive, not prescriptive, informing 
us about what job did but not whether this is what ought to be done. This is 


true of the advice of job's friends, which is only descriptive of what they 
said, not of what God thought. 


In any event, a careful study of the context reveals that the meaning of the 
passage is to show us how righteous job was (cf. v. 1), not whether 
atonement can be made for someone else's sins. Certainly God hears the 
prayers of a righteous person (Job 42:8; James 5:16). But this in no way 
implies that they can help atone for the sins of another. The virtue of one 
human being is not transferable to another. Scripture declares that "the 
virtuous man's virtue shall be his own, as the wicked man's wickedness shall 
be his" (Ezek. 18:20). 


Finally, even if the acts of one righteous person like job were in some way 
efficacious for his family or friends on earth, it in no way supports the Cath 
olic belief that this is effective for the departed. Job offered sacrifices for the 
living, not for the dead! 


Isaiah 53. This is a great passage on the substitutionary atonement of Christ 
for us, but it does not teach the substitutionary atonement of one sinful 
human being for another. Rather, it teaches that the sinless Christ is the 
substitutionary atonement for a sinful world. For "he [Christ] was pierced 
for our offenses, crushed for our sins. Upon him was the chastisement that 
makes us whole.... We had all gone astray like sheep, each following his 
own way; But the LORD laid upon him the guilt of us all" (vv. 5-6, 
emphasis added). 


Notice also that it is not simply our guilt for which Christ died but also our 
"chastisement" or punishment (v. 5)-which is directly contrary to the 
Catholic claim that we need to pay for the temporal consequences of our sins 
in purgatory. Why, if Christ paid for both? Either Christ did not pay for the 
temporal consequences, in which case his death is not all-sufficient for our 
sins, as this text declares, or else Christ paid for both the eternal and 
temporal consequences of our sins, in which case there is no need for 
purgatory. So either the Catholic view of Christ's death is deficient or 
purgatory is unnecessary. 


Galatians 6:2. In this passage the apostle exhorts us to "Bear one another's 
burdens," but he does not say we can bear the punishment for someone else's 


sin. There is solidarity here but no substitution for sins. We are to bear our 
"own load" (v. 5) and then to help bear our brother's load. Clearly we cannot 
bear another's sins because Paul reminds us that "a person will reap only 
what he sows" (v. 7, emphasis added) and that "each of us shall give an 
account of himself (to God)" (Rom. 14:12). 


Colossians 1:24. Paul speaks here of "filling up what is lacking in the 
afflictions of Christ on behalf of his body, which is the church," but this in 
no way supports the Roman Catholic dogma of purgatory. First, this does 
not mean that Christ's atoning sacrifice is not efficient in paying both the 
eternal and temporal consequences for all our sins. But if it is sufficient, as 
Catholics say they believe, then we cannot add to this sufficiency. If we 
could it would contradict the clear teaching of many other passages (e.g., 
John 17:4; 19:30; Heb. 10:14) discussed in chapter 13. 


Second, there is a certain sense in which Christ continues to suffer. Jesus 
said to Paul, "Why are you persecuting Me?" Since Christ was not then 
literally on earth, this must be a reference to his body (the church) which 
Paul was persecuting (cf. Acts 8:1; 9:1-2). In a similar sense, we too can 
suffer for him, "For to you has been granted, for the sake of Christ, not only 
to believe in Him, but also to suffer for Him" (Phil. 1:29). In no sense, 
however, is our suffering for Christ a means of atoning for sin. Only Jesus 
suffered for sin. We suffer because of our sin, never on behalf of the sin of 
others. Each person must either bear the guilt of his own sin (Ezek. 18:20) or 
else accept the sacrifice that Christ suffered for his sin (2 Cor. 5:21; 1 Pet. 
2:21; 3:18). When we "suffer" for Christ, we are undergoing pain as part of 
his spiritual body (cf. I Cor. 12:26), the church, but only what Christ 
suffered in his physical body on the cross is efficacious for our sins. Our 
suffering, then, is in service for Christ; it is not efficacious for the salvation 
of others. 


Finally, even in the nonsalvific sense in which this verse declares that we 
can suffer for others, there are no verses in the canon of Holy Scripture (see 
chap. 9) which say we can do this on behalf of those who are dead! Our 
sacrificial lives can only be exercised on behalf of the living (cf. Rom. 5:7). 


2 Corinthians 12:15. Paul does say to the Corinthians, "I will most gladly 
spend and be utterly spent for your sakes." One must make several 


significant leaps to get from here to the Roman Catholic teaching that the 
living can offer prayers and indulgences on behalf of those suffering in 
purgatory. First, neither this nor any other passage cited above speaks of 
purgatory. Second, the action on behalf of others in this text is for the living, 
not the dead. Third, the suffering is not for their sins or their temporal 
consequences but in order to bear their burden or help minister the grace of 
Christ to them. Thus, there is no real support in this text for the doctrine of 
purgatory. 


2 Timothy 4:6. When Paul speaks of being "poured out like a libation" he is 
referring to his death as a martyr. Absent is any reference to purgatory, 
indulgences, prayers for the dead, or anything supporting the Catholic 
doctrine of a treasury of merit contributed to by good deeds on which those 
in purgatory can draw. The truth is that there is no scriptural support for this 
Catholic dogma. It is biblically unfounded, and, as we saw in chapter 12, it 
is contrary to the biblical doctrine of salvation by grace through faith. 


Other Biblical Arguments against a Treasury of Merit. The most important 
reason to reject a treasury of merit by which one human being can do good 
deeds that can be credited to the account of another is the very concept of 
merit. As we have demonstrated in chapter 12, salvation is not merited; it is 
obtained by grace through faith. Paul said explicitly, "For by grace you have 
been saved through faith, and this is not from you; it is the gift of God; it is 
not from works, so no one may boast" (Eph. 2:8-9). Likewise, in Romans 
4:5 the Scriptures declare: "when one does not work, yet believes in the one 
who justifies the ungodly, his faith is credited as righteousness." It is 
important to note that Paul does not speak merely of the works of the law, as 
Catholic scholars often claim, but of any kind of work in general. It is "not 
because of any righteous deeds we had done but because of his mercy, he 
saved us" (Titus 3:5, emphasis added). Merit and grace are an either/or (see 
Rom. 11:6). 


The whole idea that one can buy37 an indulgence, the very reason that 
prompted Luther's reaction against the abuses in the Church, is repugnant. 
The inspired words of St. Peter himself will suffice: ". .. you were ransomed 
from your futile conduct ... not with perishable things like silver or gold but 
with the precious blood of Christ as of a spotless unblemished lamb" (2 Pet. 
1:18-19, emphasis added). 


Response to Argument from Tradition. Our response to the Catholic 
arguments from the Fathers for the treasury of merit can be brief. First, the 
demand that the Bible be interpreted according to the "unanimous consent” 
of the Fathers), Second, even great Catholic scholars, such as Augustine and 


follow their teaching, without admitting the slightest suspicion that in them 
any_mistake or any statement intended to mislead could find a place."38 
Likewise, Aquinas affirmed that "we believe the successors of the apostles 


prophets have left in their own writings."39 Third, like the official Jewish 
traditions that grew up around the Old Testament, Roman Catholic official 
tradition has often strayed from the Word of God. Jesus accused the 
Pharisees and scribes saying, "You have nullified the word of God for the 
sake of your tradition" (Matt. 15:6), and the same could be said of Roman 
Catholics. Finally, the official (infallible) pronouncement of this doctrine at 
Trent is late (A.D. 1546) and ill-founded, having only scant support from the 
early church fathers. Thus, neither Scripture nor the unanimous teachings of 
the Fathers affirm a treasury of merit. 


Other Reasons for Rejecting the Treasury of Merit. There are many other 
arguments against the Catholic doctrine of the treasury of merit. A few are 
briefly stated here. 


First, it undermines the sufficiency of Christ's atonement. The most 
important reason for rejecting the Roman Catholic dogma of a treasury of 
merit by which the good deeds of the righteous on earth can be applied to 
the account of the righteous in purgatory is that it is contrary to the all- 
sufficiency of the atoning sacrifice of Christ on the cross. Christ not only 
died for the guilt of our sins but also for their consequences, eternal and 
temporal. His atoning sacrifice is both sufficient and efficacious, sufficient 
for all and efficient for those who believe. There is nothing more that needs 
to be done to save us from the condemnation and consequences of our sins 
than what Christ already did for us, which we cannot earn but must accept 
by faith as a free gift. "For the wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is 
eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord" (Rom. 6:23). And insofar as it is a gift 


it cannot be worked for; only wages can. For "a worker's wage is credited 
not as a gift, but as something due. But when one does not work, yet 
believes in the one who justifies the ungodly, his faith is credited as 
righteousness" (Rom. 4:4- 5; cf. 11:6, emphasis added). 


Second, it is contrary to Romans 8:1. According to the Word of God, "There 
is no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus." Catholics believe that 
those who go to purgatory are "in Christ," that is, they are believers. But if 
they are believers then no condemnation for anything having to do with their 
sins (their guilt or consequences) awaits them after death. Jesus took upon 
himself all our condemnation at the cross (2 Cor. 5:2; Col. 2:13- 14; 1 Pet. 
2:24; 3:18). 


Third, it is inconsistent with other Catholic doctrines. Catholic theology 
teaches that (1) there will be no purgatory after the second coming; (2) all 
believers need to suffer for the temporal consequences of their sins in 
purgatory. But, unless we assume that of the millions of believers alive when 
Christ returns not even one has any unpaid consequences of his or her sins 
then it follows; (3) that purgatory is not necessary for those who die just 
before Christ returns. Indeed, we must assume further that since God is 
absolutely just the consequences of these sins must have been suffered for 
by someone else. But there are two problems with this. First, it reveals that 
purgatory is not really necessary for the individual who commits the sin, 
since someone else can substitute for that person. Second, if substitutionary 
atonement for the temporal consequences of one's sin is possible, why not 
accept the substitutionary atonement of Christ, which is precisely what 
Scripture affirms (Heb. 1:2-3)? 


Further, those who have a deathbed conversion but die just about the time of 
the second coming cannot pay for the temporal consequences of their sins, 
since there is no purgatory after the second coming. It matters not whether 
they were baptized before they died since it is still true that they did not pay 
for the temporal consequences of their sins. Again, since God is just and 
must punish sin, the death of Christ must cover the temporal as well as 
eternal consequences of sin, and therefore there is no need for purgatory to 
pay for the temporal consequences of anyone's sins. Christ paid it all. Of 
course, this does not mean that there are no temporal consequences for sin 
and that God does not use events in this world to chasten and purify his own; 


he does (cf. 2 Cor. 4:17; Gal. 6:7; Heb. 12:4-11). It simply means that there 
is no need which stems from some unsatisfied justice in God that we must 

placate, either in this life or in the next. The sacrifice of Christ on the cross 
completely satisfied God's justice on behalf of the sins of the entire human 
race (Rom. 3:21-26; 5:18-19; 2 Cor. 5:21; 1 John 2:2). 


PRAYERS TO AND FOR THE DEAD 


A sixteenth-century Roman Catholic salesman of indulgences named Tetzel 
advertised that the moment you hear your money drop in the box, the soul of 
your loved one will jump out of Purgatory. Nothing was more repugnant to 
the great Protestant Reformer Martin Luther than the sale of indulgences. 
While even current Catholic scholars acknowledge that this is extreme, it did 
focus attention on the Catholic belief in prayers for the dead and 
indulgences, which are closely associated with the doctrine of purgatory and 
the treasury of merit. They are in fact their parasite. For there is no need to 
pray for the dead to be released from purgatory unless there is such a place 
(or condition) and unless prayers can obtain merit on their behalf. 


CATHOLIC DEFENSE OF PRAYERS TO AND FOR THE DEAD 


It is a matter of Catholic dogma (de fide) that "The living Faithful on earth 
can come to the assistance of the souls in Purgatory by their intercessions 
(suffrages).""40 Ott explains that "suffrages are understood not only as 


above all the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass."41 The Council of Trent 
pronounced infallibly that "there is a purgatory, and that the souls there 
the acceptable sacrifice of the altar.""42 They insisted that the bishops _ 
"instruct the faithful diligently in matters relating to intercession and 
invocation of the saints ... to invoke them and to have recourse to their 


His Son, Jesus Christ our Lord."43 


Argument from Scripture. The Scriptures cited in support of this doctrine are 
scant. Other than the apocryphal text from 2 Maccabees 12:42-46, Ott gives 
only 2 Timothy 1:18: "May the Lord grant him to find mercy from the Lord 
on that day." Other Catholic scholars appeal to 1 Timothy 2:1 and even 
Matthew 17:3 for support. We will examine these texts shortly. 


Catholic arguments from Scripture are more speculative and inferential than 


Christians must love and serve each other."44 Therefore, we must serve 
even those who have died by continuing to pray for them. 


Argument from Tradition. The primary arguments in favor of praying for the 
dead are taken from tradition. Ott boasts that "tradition abounds in testimony 
in favor of the doctrine."45 Strangely, he cites what he admits is the 
"apocryphal Acts of Paul and of Thecla" in support of praying for the 
dead.46 Tertullian and Cyprian are also cited as early witnesses. 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO PRAYERS TO AND FOR THE DEAD 


Response to Argument from Scripture. Protestants reject both purgatory and 
prayers for the dead. They find no support for either in Scripture. 


2 Maccabees 12:42-46. The dispute is not over whether this passage affirms 
praying for the dead-it does. It says clearly that "it was a holy and pious 
thought" to "pray for them in death," for "thus he made atonement for the 
dead that they might be freed from this sin" (vv. 44-46). The debate is over 
whether it belongs in the canon of Scripture. Since we have already given 
our objections to the Roman Catholic canonization of this and ten other 
apocryphal books (see chap. 9), we will not repeat them here. The dead may 
be praying for us (cf. Rev. 6:10), but we are not to pray for the dead. 


There is no sound biblical, historical, or theological reason for accepting the 
inspiration of 2 Maccabees. The book does not claim to be inspired and the 
Jewish community that produced and preserved it never claimed it to be 
inspired. It also was rejected by many notable Fathers of the early church, 
including Jerome, the great Roman Catholic biblical scholar and translator 


of the Latin Vulgate. Finally, it was not infallibly proclaimed part of the 
canon until A.D. 1546, in an obvious attempt to support the very doctrines 
that Luther attacked in his reformation. To reveal the arbitrary nature of the 
decision, at the same time 2 Maccabees was canonized by Rome another 
apocryphal book, 2 (4) Esdras, which opposes prayers for the dead (see 
7:105) was excluded from the canon. 


2 Timothy 1:18. The fact that Paul prayed that God would have mercy on 
Onesiphorus on the day of his reward cannot support praying for the dead 
for one very fundamental reason-he was still alive when Paul prayed for 
him! Praying that someone alive will receive mercy on the Day of judgment 
is a far cry from praying for a person after he or she has already died. There 
is no indication in the Bible that anyone ever prayed for another after the 
person died. In fact, there are, as we shall see, clear indications to the 
contrary. 


Response to Argument from Inference. Let's consider now the speculative 
argument proposed by Madrid that since (1) the church is Christ's body and 
(2) Christ has only one body, and (3) death does not separate us from other 
members in it, and since (4) we have an obligation to love and serve others, 
(5) we must continue to ask them for help, even after they die. 


From a biblical perspective there are several serious problems with this 
argument, a few of which will be briefly mentioned here. While a Protestant 
has no objection to the first or fourth premises, there are serious objections 
to the others. 


First, the second premise, while true, can be easily misconstrued. For 
example, just because there is only one body does not mean there is no real 
distinction between the visible and invisible dimensions of it. Likewise, it 
does not mean that our duties of love to each dimension can be performed in 
the same way. For example, I cannot (and need not) perform my duty to 
physically care for my departed father and mother now as I could and should 
were they living on earth. Nor can I perform my duty to engage in friendly 
conversation with a departed friend, since he is in the invisible realm, and 
such conversations are not possible. Likewise, prayer cannot (and should 
not) occur between the living and the dead. 


Second, the third premise is flatly false. According to the Bible, this is 
precisely what death is, namely, separation from others, including believers. 
Paul speaks of the dead as being "away" from the visible bodily realm (2 
Cor. 5:6). In Philippians 1:23 he says the dead "depart" from this world. Paul 
comforted the bereaved Christians at Thessalonica, assuring them that they 
would be "with them" again when Christ returns (1 Thess. 4:17). It is simply 
false to claim that we are not separated from other believers at death. With 
that separation comes some real differences, such as no longer being able to 
speak to them. 


Third, the fourth premise of the argument is not true, at least in one of its 
major implications. For while we must love and serve one another, we 
should not (and cannot) always do so the same way. Even on earth, when a 
loved one is not available, I cannot speak with them. According to Scripture, 
the dead are unavailable to the living until the second coming (Luke 16:26). 


Finally, there are several other mistakes made in this argument. Space only 
permits a brief mention of some of them. (1) The assumption that because 
God has revealed to the dead some things that transpire on earth (e.g., Luke 
15:10) they therefore can hear us if we speak to them (or know our mind if 
we pray silently). (2) The highly debatable assumption that true prayer and 
asking another are the same. In fact, there is no real biblical support for this 
assumption, since prayer is always to God in the Bible and never to any 
creature, even an angel. While prayer is not identical to worship, it is part of 
it, and worship should always be directed to God. (3) There is the invalid 
inference that because the saints in heaven may be praying for us (Rev. 6:10) 
that we should be praying to them. There is no logical connection between 
the two since they would be praying to God, not a creature. So, if anything, 
this would prove just the opposite of what Catholics believe. Namely, that 
this is what we should do too. (4) Finally, there is a false analogy used, 
namely, that since Jesus' mother on earth interceded to him at the wedding 
that believers on earth should have Mary intercede to God in heaven on their 
behalf. As the underlined words reveal, there are significant differences 
between them, to say nothing of the part that in the text even Mary pointed 
them to Jesus, saying, "Do whatever he tells you" (John 2:5). 


Response to Argument from Tradition. Here again tradition is not always a 
reliable test for truth. First, there are contradictory traditions, even from 


other apocryphal books and the early Fathers. Second, unlike the Bible, 
tradition is not infallible; the tradition of praying for the dead is a case in 
point. Third, the fact that there were traditions from the second century 
proves nothing-there were false traditions even in the first century! The 
apostle John debunked a false tradition that took Jesus' words in John 21:21- 
23 to mean that John would never die. There were even many false 
teachings that the apostles condemned in their day (cf. 1 Tim. 4:1-3; 2 Tim. 
2:16-18; 1 John 4:1-3). Early traditions do not necessarily prove that they 
were apostolic truths; they simply have been early errors. 


As for the Roman Catholic appeal to 1 Timothy 2:1 in support of praying for 
the dead, the passage teaches no such thing. Paul urged believers to pray for 
the living, namely, "for kings and for all in authority" (v. 2). Likewise, to 
draw from the fact that Moses and Elijah appeared with Christ on the Mount 
of Transfiguration that we should pray to the dead is a misuse of the 
passage. For one thing, the disciples never even spoke to them, let alone 
prayed to them. Moses and Elijah spoke with Jesus (Matt. 17:3), not with the 
disciples. Indeed, the text says explicitly, "Peter said to Jesus" (v. 4), not to 
Moses or Elijah. For another, this was a miraculous contact, not representing 
a normal way we can be in contact with the dead. 


Finally, it does not follow that because we should serve each other that we 
must do it by praying for the dead. There are other ways to serve fellow 
believers than talking to them. We can do many things in honor of the dead 
and their memory without attempting to communicate with them. 


ARGUMENTS AGAINST PRAYING TO THE SAINTS 


There are many reasons the Scriptures forbid praying to Mary and the saints 
or even venerating their images. Among these several stand out as 
noteworthy. 


God is the only proper object of our prayers. Nowhere in Scripture is a 
prayer of anyone on earth actually addressed to anyone but God. In fact, the 
only prayer in the Bible addressed to a saint was from hell, and God did not 
answer it (Luke 16:23-31)! Prayer is an act of religious devotion, and 
therefore only God is the proper object of such devotion (Rev. 4:11). There 
are prayers from Genesis (4:26) to Revelation (22:20), but not one is 


addressed to a saint, angel, or anyone other than a member of the Trinity. 
Jesus taught us to pray to "Our Father who art in heaven. .. ." The God of 
Isaiah the prophet emphatically declared: "Turn to me and be safe, all you 
ends of the earth, for I am God; there is no other!" (Isa. 45:22). Indeed, there 
is no other person but God to whom anyone anywhere in the Holy Scriptures 
ever turned in prayer. 


Some Catholics appeal to Psalm 103:20-21 as an exception: "Bless the 
LORD, all you his angels.... Bless the LORD, all you his hosts." This 
passage is no more an actual prayer to angels and saints than is the poetic 
appeal in the doxology: "Praise Him above ye heavenly host." Both the 
poetic nature of the psalms and the context of this passage indicate that the 
psalmist is merely using a literary device to appeal to all of creation to praise 
God. The idea that this God-exalting text proves that angels or dead saints 
should be the object of our prayers is totally foreign to the meaning of this 
passage. 


It is an idolatrous practice. Prayer is a form of worship, and only God should 
be worshiped (Exod. 20:3). It is idolatrous to pray to mere human beings or 
to bow down before them or an image of them or any other creature. The 
first commandment declares: "You shall not have other gods besides me. 
You shall not carve idols for yourselves in the shape of anything in the sky 
above or on the earth below or in the waters beneath the earth; you shall not 
bow down before them or worship them" (Exod. 20:3-5, emphasis added). 
Praying to saints, making images of them, or even bowing down to them are 
violations of this commandment. 


Sophisticated distinctions about different kinds of worship (see chap. 13) 
will not suffice, since most devotees do not observe such distinctions in 
practice. Furthermore, regardless of any distinctions one makes in theory, 
the Bible forbids the practice of making images and bowing down to them or 
to any creature. When John bowed down to worship "at the feet of the 

angel" he was rebuked by the angel who said, "Don't! I am a fellow servant 
of yours and of your brothers the prophets.... Worship God" (Rev. 22:9). 


It is forbidden as witchcraft. The Old Testament condemns all attempts to 
communicate with the dead along with other condemnations of witchcraft 
(Deut. 18:10-12; cf. Lev. 20:6, 27; 1 Sam. 28:5-18; Isa. 8:19-20). Those who 


violated this command were to be put to death. In all of Scripture there is not 
a single divinely approved instance of a righteous person praying to a 
departed believer-not one. Indeed, Saul was condemned for his attempt to 
contact the dead Samuel (1 Sam. 28; cf. 15:23). Given the danger of 
deception and the lack of faith that the practice of necromancy and idolatry 
evidence, it is not difficult to understand God's command. 


The Catholic response to the charge of necromancy rings hollow. First, it 
attempts to narrow the focus of the condemnation against contacting the 
dead (cf. Deut. 18:11) to the practice of divination (Lev. 19:26). But God 
forbids communication with the dead regardless of whether it is associated 
with occult practices. Deuteronomy separates "divination" from one "who 
consults the dead" and condemns both! Second, the contention that asking a 
deceased believer to intercede on our behalf is no different from asking a 
friend here on earth to pray for us is an unsubstantiated claim. There are 
substantial differences. For one thing, one is in heaven and the other is on 
earth. Also, there is a huge difference between asking an earthly friend to 
pray for us and praying to a dead friend! Finally, friends on earth are in the 
body and have senses by which they can get our message, friends in heaven 
do not: they do not have a physical body (2 Cor. 5:8; Phil. 1:23; Rev. 6:9). 


It is a practical denial of the mediatorship of Christ. Evangelicals believe 
that to use any mere human being to mediate with God is an insult to the 


Catholic apologists attempt to avoid the sting of this argument by 
distinguishing between Christ as the sole mediator and all believers as 
intercessors. This distinction does not, however, help their cause (of proving 
we should pray to saints) because all the passages they use are about direct 


intercession to God, not to other creatures. In Ephesians 2:18, which they 
cite, it says explicitly that our access in prayer is "to the Father" not to the 
saints. Nowhere does Scripture state or imply that we should pray to the 
saints, and the Roman Catholic dogma which affirms infallibly that we 
should is a good example of putting tradition over Scripture, thus proving 
how fallible the alleged "infallible" teaching magisteriurn really is. 


It is an insult to the intercession of the Holy Spirit. Much of the practical 
Catholic justification for praying to the saints is based on the seemingly 
plausible argument that, because of their position in heaven, dead believers 
may be better able to intercede on our behalf. This is a practical denial of the 
ministry of the Holy Spirit, whose task it is to do this very thing on our 
behalf. And who is better able to intercede for us than another Person of the 
blessed Trinity? The Bible says, "we do not know how to pray as we ought, 
but the Spirit itself intercedes with inexpressible groanings"” (Rom. 8:26). 
Paul adds that through Christ we "have access in one Spirit to the Father" 
(Eph. 2:18). Since beyond our own prayers to God the Holy Spirit intercedes 
for us perfectly "according to God's will" (Rom. 8:27) there is no need to 
call on anyone else in heaven to do so. It is wrong to expect that any human 
being could be more efficacious with God the Father than God the Son and 
God the Holy Spirit (1 John 2:1-2). To think so is to insult his divinely 
appointed role. 


PROTESTANT ARGUMENTS AGAINST PRAYING FOR THE 
DEAD 


Not only is it unbiblical to pray to the dead, but we believe that it is also 
wrong to pray for the dead. There are several Protestant objections to 
praying for the dead. The most important ones are the following: 


Praying for the dead contradicts the separation of death. The Bible speaks of 
death as separating the living from the departed. Paul speaks of death as 
"departure" from earth and being with Christ (Phil. 1:23; cf. 2 Tim. 4:6). It is 
when we "leave the body" (2 Cor. 5:7). Luke 16:26 speaks of a "great 
chasm" between the living and the dead. Paul speaks of death separating 
loved ones until they are reunited at the resurrection (1 Thess. 4:13-18). In 
all of Scripture death is a veil that seals off the living from the dead. Any 


attempted contacts with the dead are not only futile but forbidden (Deut. 
18:11) because of the possibility of demonic deception (cf. 1 Tim. 4:1). 


child was living, I fasted and wept, thinking, “Perhaps the LORD will grant 
me the child's life." But now he is dead. Why should I fast? Can I bring him 
back again? I shall go to be with him, but he will not return to me" (2 Sam. 
12:22-23). It is clear that David, who as a prophet of God claimed that "the 
spirit of the LORD spoke through me" (2 Sam. 23:2), believed that prayers 
for the dead were ineffective. For if he believed that any prayer for the dead 
was effective, he certainly would have attempted it in his most desperate 
hour. In fact, in all of his many spiritual writings in the Psalms about how to 
communicate with God David never once even suggested that we pray for 
the dead. 


Praying for the dead contradicts the example of Jesus. When Jesus lost his 
close friend Lazarus by death he never prayed to God for He simply 
resurrected him with the command "Lazarus, come forth!" Rather than pray 
for the dead, Jesus prayed for the living. At Lazarus's graveside Jesus 
prayed, "Father, I thank you for hearing me. I know that you always hear 
me; but because of the crowd here I have said this, that they may believe 
that you sent me" (John 11:41-42). Ironically, many reverse this by weeping 
for the living who stray and praying for the dead, while Jesus wept for the 
dead (John 11:35) and prayed for the living (11:41-42). The practice of 
praying for the dead is not the only time that humanly initiated religious 
practice has made void the teaching of Sacred Scripture (cf. Matt. 15:6). 


Praying for the dead contradicts the sacrifice of Christ. As we have already 
noted, the whole idea that our prayers or works can do anything on behalf of 
the dead is contrary to the all-sufficiency of the completed work of Christ on 
the Cross. His mediation and intercession for them (1 John 2:1- 2) are more 
than sufficient. When Jesus died and rose again the work of salvation was 
"finished" (John 19:30; cf. 17:4; Heb. 10:14). When he purged our sins he 
"took his seat" at the right hand of God (Heb. 1:3) since there was absolutely 
nothing more to do for our salvation. The whole concept of praying for the 
dead "that they might be freed from sin" is an insult to the finished work of 


Christ, "who freed us from our sins by his blood" (Rev. 1:5). Jesus not only 
obtained salvation from all our sins at one time but, as our great high priest 
(Heb. 7), he alone implements it for all time (see chaps. 12 and 13). 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 


In view of the unbiblical nature of purgatory it is understandable that some 
contemporary Roman Catholics are de-emphasizing some aspects of 
traditional thinking on this doctrine. For example, one Catholic scholar 
never passed judgment as to whether purgatory is a place or in a determined 
space where the souls are cleansed."50 And as to its importance, Catholics 
are con fessing that "In the hierarchy of revealed doctrines, purgatory does 


thinking of it as a second chance. However, "Sacred Scripture indicates that 
there's really only one punishment for sin-and that's death." The Bible 
teaches "that we're off the hook. Jesus paid that awful price on the cross-our 
punishment was laid upon him. Purgatory is not a ‘place’ but a “process.'"'52 
These speculations, however welcomed by Protestants as a move in the right 
direction, are quite different from traditional Catholic teaching and practice. 
It is of interest to note that Eastern Orthodox theologians for the most part 
do not incorporate purgatory into their dogmatics (see Appendix A). 


The doctrine of purgatory and its accompanying dogmas are a crucial area of 
difference between Catholics and Protestants. We have examined the biblical 
basis for these beliefs and found them seriously wanting. They are not only 
extra-biblical but anti-biblical, since they run contrary to fundamental 
teachings of Scripture, such as the all-sufficiency of the atoning sacrifice of 
Christ and the uniqueness of God as the sole object of all our devotion and 
prayer. The only real bases for pronouncing them dogma are conflicting 
traditions and human speculations often based on apocryphal books that 
have been rejected from the canon of Scripture by both Catholic and 
Protestant scholars (see chap. 9). These matters were at the heart of the 


Reformation and continue to be seemingly insurmountable theological 
obstacle between orthodox Catholics and orthodox Protestants today. 


Perhaps we could conclude by the observations of an articulate 
contemporary Catholic about this practice of venerating and praying to the 
saints. "I visited a prominent Catholic cathedral dedicated to St. Joseph ... 


impression that St. Joseph was a Savior ... in a way that all but obscured the 
unique role of Jesus as Savior and 


PART 


AREAS OF PRACTICAL COOPERATION 


Ever since I became a Christian I have thought that the best, perhaps the 
only, service I could do for my unbelieving neighbors was to explain and 
defend the belief that has been common to nearly all Christians at all times. 


-C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity 


Since evangelicals and Roman Catholics have so much in common 
doctrinally and morally (see Part One), and, in spite of our significant 
intramural doctrinal differences (see Part Two), we believe that there are, 
nonetheless, many areas of common spiritual heritage and practical social 
and moral cooperation possible. This includes fighting our common enemies 
of secularism and occultism that have infiltrated our culture and public 
schools. In addition to this there are root moral issues that have emerged in 
the political arena, such as abortion, pornography, immorality, and special 
rights for homosexuals, that call for our common cooperation. 


In this final section we wish to end on a positive note, firmly believing that a 
cooperative effort between Roman Catholics and evangelicals could be the 
greatest social force for good in America. For those who are opposed to any 
ecclesiastical union between Catholicism and evangelicalism, including the 
authors, we nevertheless plead for more personal interaction and social 


cooperation. Our common doctrinal and moral beliefs are too large and the 
need in America for a united voice on them is too great for us to dwell on 
our differences to the neglect of crucial cooperation needed to fight the 
forces of evil in our society and our world. 


As one evangelical observer noted, "The real cleavage in Christendom today 
is ... between biblical orthodox and heterodox world views. Even the most 
reactionary of Protestant fundamentalists has more in common with Cardinal 
John O'Connor and John Paul II than with Joan Campbell and John 
Spong."1 As to the central issue, "Both Roman Catholic and Protestant 
churches need to take up again a serious reevaluation of the great questions 
of the relation between Christ as Savior and as Lord; is it forgiveness or is it 
change people need? Or both?"2 


I% 
SOCIAL ACTION 


The last forty years of discourse with our Roman Catholic friends has 
centered mainly on biblical and theological issues. We have examined 
refought the Reformation. However, during the last few decades tremendous 
social change and a cultural disintegration has occurred in American society. 
Neither informed Roman Catholics nor evangelicals are of the opinion that 
this country_was founded to be a "Christian" nation in the theocratic sense. 
Nonetheless, it is true that the United States has been informed morally by 
what has been called the basic "Judeo-Christian ethic," and because these 


they_were accepted by those of other faiths as well.' 


The cultural climate has regrettably changed in a secularistic direction. One 
Roman Catholic observer of the current scene identifies movement toward 
"religious cleansing" as an attempt to challenge the Judeo-Christian 
foundation of our nation. "Religious cleansing is a term I use to describe the 
current hostility and bigotry toward religion and people of faith that are 
leading to covert and overt attempts to remove any _religious influence from 
the public Those who champion religious cleansing "are usually secularists 


private sphere."3 Some Roman Catholics and evangelicals feel it's time to 
"circle the wagons" and face this moral relativism together whenever 
possible. 


One issue that seems to be a major catalyst bringing our two groups together 
is the social and moral tragedy of abortion. The status of the unborn began to 
be seriously debated by large segments of society at the time of the 1973 
abortion decision known as Roe v. Wade. The coming together of Catholics- 
laity, priests, nuns, and the occasional bishop-on one side and 
evangelicals/fundamentalists on the other caused a great deal of soul- 
searching and reevaluation by both groups. Praying together in Jesus' name 
helps one identify core issues. 


come-latelies," given the fact that Roman Catholics had been alert to the 
moral dimensions of the problem while their evangelical neighbors were 
that have brought Roman Catholics and evangelicals together to "stake out" 
common moral ground.4 


CULTURAL DISINTEGRATION 


The attack on religious values in Western culture began at least as far back 
as the Enlightenment. Employing tools acquired from the Renaissance, 
number of different fronts. James Turner, professor of history at the 
University of Michigan, has written an important book concerning this 
assault in America.5 Turner develops the interesting thesis that, contrary to 
conventional thinking, religious belief has not collapsed under an attack 
from atheistic sources. "On the contrary, religion caused unbelief. In trying 


to adapt their religious beliefs to socioeconomic change, to new moral 


science, the defenders of God slowly strangled Him."' In attempting to 
refashion Christianity to fit "modern" ideas, we have emasculated the 
gospel; "we have met the enemy and he is us." 


A perceptive observer of these issues is James Hitchcock, professor of 
history at St. Louis University. Recognized as a leading spokesman among 
traditional Roman Catholics, Hitchcock has written a number of significant 
books on related topics.7 Hitchcock has lectured widely before Roman 
Catholic and Protestant groups and is a member of the Allies for Faith and 
Renewal Movement.8 He has a special affinity for evangelicals, and sees 


them as allies united with believing Roman Catholics to battle unbelief in 
the culture. The real ecumenical task "is to begin explorations with the 


However, the greatest rewards are also to be found here because by the end 
of the twentieth century the liberal denominations will probably have ceased 
to be Christian ... and the future of Christianity will depend on Catholics, 
Orthodox and evangelical 


Another important figure on this scene is William Bentley Ball, a practicing 
Roman Catholic and distinguished "religious freedom" attorney. Ball has 
been lead counsel in first and fourteenth Amendment litigations before the 
Supreme Court and in twenty-two states. (We will say more about Ball 
under "Legal Issues" below.) 


William Bentley Ball, like fellow Roman Catholic James Hitchcock, finds 
common cause with evangelicals. Ball says, "certain Catholics and certain 
those Catholics whose sentiments clustered ... (around persons like) Fr. 
Richard McBrien of Notre Dame ... whose ideological compass needle 
invariably point to political causes of the Left." Also excluded are "the 
Edward Kennedys, the Mario Cuomos, various gay-rights folks, socialists, 
and doyour-own thing doctrinaires."10 In other words, if you are a "milk and 
water" Catholic, stay off Ball's bus. 


Ball notes that cooperation between Roman Catholics and evangelicals has 
already begun. Catholics worked with Pat Robertson in 1988. Jerry Falwell 
would like to see "Catholics and evangelicals sit down with one another to 
address pressing problems in the political order. For that they will both need, 
in the name of public duty, to suppress old suspicions and antagonisms and 
endeavor to see in one another brothers and sisters in 


Ralph Martin (discussed at length in chap. 20) is another Roman Catholic 
who recognizes the degree that unbelief has impacted our culture as well as 
Roman Catholicism and mainline Protestantism. Liberation theology has its 
tentacles in both jurisdictions."Z Radical feminism has also worked its 
baleful effect in Roman Catholicism and 


Many other persons could be mentioned conceming this subject. Some are 
noted later in this chapter. Our cultural and societal frameworks are in 
spiritual and moral disarray. Both Roman Catholics and evangelicals have a 
vested interest in the outcome of this battle. Our yard is a mess; let's clean it 
up together. 


RELIGION AND POLITICS 


One author remembers with fondness the stimulating discussions with Fr. 


such as slavery_and the war in Vietnam, a well-known Catholic statesman 
observes that "Americans have vigorously debated how religious 
convictions relate to the working of government." 14 


However, a change has occurred in our culture. The moral relativists claim 
that "democracy itself rests on the conviction that there are no ultimate 
convictions ... none about which we can know and on which we can form a 


The idea that human government should be ordered by the norms of a 
transcendent moral order ("natural law") is unacceptable to "progressives." 
Hence, a popular governor (a "practicing" Roman Catholic) can proclaim 
that, while he is "personally opposed to abortion," he cannot let his religious 
views influence his "public deportment." Happily there are some persons in 
public life (Roman Catholic as well as evangelical) who resist this "value- 
neutral" political posture. We will mention some Roman Catholic examples 
below and cite other examples as we deal with topics later in this chapter. 


CONGRESSMAN HENRY J. HYDE 


Henry J. Hyde has represented the Sixth District of Illinois since 1974. A 
devout Roman Catholic, Hyde has been an eloquent defender of traditional 
values in general and the rights of the unborn in particular. Henry Hyde is 
the author of the "Hyde Amendment" (presently under siege), which has 
prevented the use of federal funds to pay for abortions since 1976. He is an 
accomplished writer and contributed to the volume just cited, which is a 
"Manifesto for Evangelicals and Catholics." 


GOVERNOR ROBERT CASEY 


Robert Casey (Democrat) is governor of Pennsylvania. Casey, a practicing 
Roman Catholic, is staunchly pro-life, a position which causes him no end 
of difficulty in the currently structured Democratic Party. Casey was the 
main author of a bill (Pennsylvania's Abortion Control Act) which- 
concerning abortion-has some restrictions. Namely, women seeking 
abortions must be offered information on fetal development and alternatives 
to abortion, followed by a 24-hour waiting period. Also, parental or judicial 
consent is mandatory for minors. This act has been upheld by the U.S. 
Supreme Court [June 29, 1992]. 


Governor Casey, who is a textbook liberal on issues that do not involve 


Clinton was scheduled to be at the same event." Governor Casey is a 
courageous man in resisting moral and spiritual relativism. 


REPRESENTATIVE JIM LIGHTFOOT 


Jim Lightfoot (Republican from Iowa) is another Roman Catholic who is 
upfront in his pro-life commitment. He defended his position on the Phil 
Donahue show opposite abortion advocate Representative Barbara Boxer 


(Democrat from California). Among the points he made were: "No one has 


After speaking without notes, Lightfoot answered questions from a skep 
tical audience. Among the points raised was the situation of a severely 
handicapped baby and the resulting financial and emotional stress on the 
family. Lightfoot responded: "I have a daughter that was born with spina 
bifida and the way people are thinking today, had that been identified during 
the pregnancy, she would have been terminated. She's a 20-year-old kid 
who's got the usual problems that all 20-year-old kids have." 


found out she was pregnant, would you make her have that baby?" Lightfoot 
answered, "It's very important with children to teach them values and taking 
an innocent life is not the value I want to teach my kids."18 Phil 
Donahuewho evidently never met a perversion or an aberration he could not 
sympathize with-claimed, nevertheless, to be impressed with Representative 
Jim Lightfoot. 


ORGANIZATIONS 


There are a number of organizations and publications made up of Roman 
Catholics and evangelicals (and a few Orthodox Jews and Eastern Orthodox 
Christians). They address a myriad of issues-from America's role in the 
world to physician-assisted suicide here at home. Important scholars from 
both Roman Catholic and evangelical camps team up to address issues 
which threaten basic Christian values. We can mention but a few. 


The Ethics and Public Policy Center. This organization publishes a 
newsletter and books. Also conferences and seminars are held addressing a 
number of different issues. Michael Cromartie, George Weigel, Nicholas 
Wolter- storff, Terry Eastland, Fr. Richard John Neuhaus, and Carl F. H. 
Henry are among those who have participated with this group. 


The Institute on Religion and Public Life. This group publishes a monthly 
journal, First Things, of which Richard John Neuhaus, a Lutheran turned 
Catholic, is editor-in-chief. Articles by the aforementioned Henry Hyde and 


James Hitchcock have appeared on the pages of this journal. There are also a 
number of Christian journalists (e.g., evangelical Cal Thomas and Catholic 
Pat Buchanan) who write columns and address issues from the classic 
Christian perspective. 


ISSUES OF LIFE AND DEATH 


Orthodox Christians, evangelical and Roman Catholic, are united in their 
opposition to abortion and euthanasia. From the theological perspective the 
basic reason is the imago Dei: "Of all his material creatures, man and man 
alone is made in the image and likeness of God."19 Put in terms of common 
moral ground (i.e., natural law), the reason is that unborn babies are human, 
and it is morally wrong to intentionally take the life of an innocent human 
being, which an unborn child 


EUTHANASIA 


The word euthanasia means "good" or "easy" death. While not as prominent 
Christian community. The Catholic Catechism states: "Why does Catholic 
Christianity condemn euthanasia? Because, no matter what sentimentalists 


and divine." Therefore, "the sin committed is either murder or suicide."21 


Most of the arguments advanced against abortion also are relevant in 
examining the question of euthanasia. The people we will discuss who 
oppose abortion also regard euthanasia as unacceptable. All agree that an 
individual human life begins at conception, and that it is morally wrong to 
intentionally take such a life. 


ABORTION 


The Roman Catholic Church has been very clear in addressing the issue of 
abortion: "The tradition of the Church has always held that human life must 


of its development." And further, "In the course of history, the Fathers of the 
Church, her Pastors and her Doctors have taught the same doctrine-the 
various opinions on the infusion of the spiritual soul did not cast doubt on 
the illicitness of abortion."22 


Traditional Roman Catholics have discovered to their dismay that the "pro- 
choice" movement has made inroads in the Catholic church. On May 21, 
1990, Rembert Weakland, archbishop of Milwaukee ("Successor to the 
Apostles"), made headlines with the assertion-"Pro-Choice May Be O.K." 
His statement was hailed by Francis Kissling of Catholics for Free Choice as 
a "real breakthrough." This sentiment is not shared by the following people. 


Dr. Jerome Lejeune. Dr. Lejeune is a world-famous geneticist, and his 
credentials establish him as one of the world's foremost authorities in his 
field. He is Professor of Fundamental Genetics in the renowned Children's 
Hospital and Faculty of Medicine of Paris. He first won international fame 
in 1959 when he discovered the first human chromosomal abnormality-the 
cause of Down's Syndrome. This discovery earned him the William Allen 
Memorial medal, the highest prize in genetics. 


Dr. Lejeune was called to testify in a case involving abortion at the 
Municipal Court at Morris County, New Jersey, in 1991. He stated that he 


a new individual is formed at the moment of fertilization." Therefore, "What 
exists at the moment of fertilization ... is a human, because the information 
on the chromosomes and in the cells is human."23 


Dr. Lejeune described an eight-week-old fetus as being the size of his 
thumb. If he held "Tom Thumb" in his fist, "You would not see I had 


when an abortion is performed involving an eight-week-old fetus, Lejeune 
replied, "It kills a member of our species."24 


Mother Teresa. On June 6, 1988, the 200th General Assembly of the 
Presbyterian Church (USA) was preparing to convene. A group of 
evangelicals called "Presbyterians Pro-Life" hosted a presentation for over 
2,000 commissioners, General Assembly officials, and members of the 
press. The featured speaker was Mother Teresa of Calcutta, whom Baptist 
layman Chuck Colson calls "the greatest living example of holiness." 


As she addressed the gathering, "The softness of her voice forced a hush 
upon her audience as she wove the words of scripture through her plea for 
the life of the unborn." Mother Teresa spoke of the pregnancy of Mary and 
her visit to the home of her cousin, Elizabeth. Concerning the "leaping with 
joy" on the part of the then unborn John the Baptist, she noted that it is 
"Very strange that God used an unborn child to proclaim the coming of 
Christ. And we know today that terrible things are happening to that little 


by_God Himself for greater things.... The mother kills two: the child and her 
conscience." Mother Teresa added, "When we look at the cross, we 
understand how much God loves us. We too must learn from Him how to 


Helen Alvare. Helen Alvare is pro-life but doesn't fit the media's image. She 
is thirty-one years old, Hispanic, Ivy League educated, a lawyer, and 
identifies herself as a feminist. She is the Director of Planning and 
Information for Pro-Life Activities for the National Conference of Catholic 
Bishops (NCCB). In describing her stance, she explains: "Feminism seemed 
natural. I do not mean the kind (of feminism) that thinks men and women 
must be androgynous, or in the same role in every situation.... I think society 
should accommodate the differences men and women have, as well as 
provide equal opportunity." 


Alvare is a member of Feminists For Life (FFL)_and her position is 
summarized by the bumper sticker on her small truck: "Real Feminists Don't 


media. She was scheduled to appear on ABC's "Abortion: A Civil War" but 
was replaced at the last moment by Fr. Richard McBrien of Notre Dame. 
Concerning the last minute change: "Perhaps the media-80 percent of whom 
identify themselves as “strongly in support of legal abortion'-hesitate to 


convincingly on abortion and related issues."27 


HOMOSEXUALITY 


Roman Catholics, united with evangelicals, oppose homosexuality as an 
acceptable Christian lifestyle. It is more accurate to say that orthodox Chris 
tians reject homosexual behavior, to be distinguished from homosexual 
orientation; the latter condition is not necessarily sin in itself.28 


Unfortunately, the Roman Catholic Church, like the Protestant mainline 
denominations, finds people receptive to homosexual behavior within its 


ranks. In a recent article in Time magazine, when asked just how common 
homosexuality among the Catholic clergy is, "a September Washington Post 


study concludes that "In a new anthology Homosexuality in the Priesthood 
and in Religious Life, Salvatorian priest Robert Nugent, who has worked 
homosexual clergy range from “the most conservative 10% to a more 
reasonable 20%' or higher." This article also makes the point that "Catholic 
teaching holds that all homosexual acts are sinful, though a homosexual 
orientation is not. There are U.S. Catholic bishops willing to ordain priests 


Some ecclesiastically placed officials in the Roman Catholic Church have 
resisted the traditional position and opted for a more "broad-minded" stance, 
more in keeping with this "enlightened" age. A major newspaper ran an 


document that supports legal discrimination against gays and lesbians in 
some cases."30 The above signers were Bishop Walter Sullivan of 


Colorado. This information was released through New Ways Ministry, 
which describes itself as an "educational and bridge-building ministry of 
reconciliation between the Catholic gay_and lesbian community and the 
Catholic Church."31 


THE CARDINAL AND THE PRESBYTERIANS 


On June 5, 1991, John Cardinal O'Connor, the 11th Bishop, the 8th 
Archbishop, and the 6th Cardinal of the See of New York, addressed the 
commissioners of the 203rd General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church 
Mother Teresa to address the issue of abortion three years earlier, Cardinal 
O'Connor spoke to the issues of AIDS and the homosexual lifestyle. An 
editorial comment concerning the cardinal noted that "Because the Cardinal 
has stood firm where the integrity of the Church's teaching is concerned, his 


highly of O'Connor: "John Cardinal O'Connor is at the very_center of the 
controversy_over sexual matters which is sweeping the church." She 
continued, "We in PPL see the obvious benefit this man can be to General 
Assembly Commissioners who are looking for the historical and biblical 
context in which to evaluate the report from the Human Sexuality Task 
Force."33 


AIDS AND HOMOSEXUALITY MINISTRIES 


Courage. As a result of the cultural furor over homosexuality and the 
emergence of the AIDS crisis, a number of support groups and ministries 
have come into being. One such group is Courage. Its founder, John F. 
Harvey, O.S.F.S., says: 


Let me state that I emphatically agree with the Church's teaching on sexual 
matters. That is why I founded Courage, a support group for persons 
tempted to homosexual behavior who seek to live chaste lives. And I realize 
that softpedaling traditional morality often only encourages persons with 
sexual disorders to deny their problem. Still, as Christians, we are called to 
love all people. With love comes responsibility, especially for those in need, 
as we all are, of the healing of Christ. 


Fr. Harvey _has been active in developing programs to deal with priests who 
are pedophilic, a problem which is presently of grave concern in the Roman 
Catholic Church in the United States. The shortage of priests is another 
motivator to try to restore those caught up in this serious 


Dignity vs. Courage. Jim Johnson was a practicing homosexual who came 
into contact with Courage when he met Fr. Harvey at a conference in 1985. 
He opened Providence House in Long Beach, California, in 1987 as an 
interfaith ministry that provided hospice care for AIDS patients. 


Concerning the Catholic church's position on gays, Johnson says,_"the 
church's message is that the condition of homosexuality _is not sin. It's the 
therefore intrinsically evil, that. is sinful." Johnson is not a detached 
observer: "I've seen the results of that activity firsthand. My godfather died 
of AIDS. Since I started my ministry, I've buried almost 400 


When Jim Johnson came to San Diego and established Ariel House (based 
on the Providence House model) he encountered people from the United 
AIDS Coalition of Los Angeles. "The next thing I knew, San Diego was 
inundated with negative letters about me." These letters were "distributed by 
Dignity people and their friends in San Diego. (Dignity is a national 
Catholic homosexual group, started in San Diego, that rejects the Church's 
teaching on homosexuality. )"36 


Johnson has received death threats from those who feel the only people who 


Vatican II use the term ‘the cell' that the family is the cell of society, the 
backbone of civilization."37 


Other Ministries. There are a number of groups ministering to HIV 
positive/AIDS and homosexual persons. Alternatives is an organization that 
is committed to assisting those who want to come out of the homosexual 
lifestyle. Homosexuals Anonymous basically has the same goal: groups of 
men and women meet for mutual support and counsel while observing a 
simple, theologically sound step-program to guide the struggler out of 
homosexual bondage. Spatula Ministries is a support group for parents, 
friends, and loved ones who are involved one way or another with those 
enmeshed in this condition. 


Nicolosi. In the late 1970s, possessing a doctorate from Los Angeles School 
of Professional Psychology, Nicolosi founded the Thomas Aquinas 


with Catholic teaching,” His reparative therapy_"has helped men-more than 
200 of them-overcome their homosexual tendencies and has established him 
as a dissenting voice." Dr. Nicolosi has written two books: Reparative 


1993),38 


Roman Catholics and evangelicals are involved in all of the programs, 
presentations, and ministries mentioned in this section. The common 
denominator is the premise that the moral prescriptions that have come from 


change but God's moral laws do not.39 


CHRISTIANITY AND THE LEGAL SYSTEM 


That Christians are to involve themselves-to some extent-in society is a truth 
that can be supported by numerous examples from Scripture. The Pharisees 


and the Herodians once attempted to draw Jesus into a church vs. state 
argument concerning the payment of taxes (Matt. 22:15-22). Our Lord 
indicated that Caesar (the state) has legitimate responsibilities and thus 
deserves the support of Christians. The apostle Paul taught that Christians 
are to be "subordinate to the higher authorities, for there is no authority 
except from God, and those that exist have been established by God" (Rom. 
13:1). And Peter said: "Be subject to every human institution for the Lord's 
sake. ... Give honor to all, love the community, fear God, honor the king" (1 
Pet. 2:13, 17). Therefore, Christians are inexorably linked to the state. 
However, due to pressures from secular forces, some have attempted to use 
the state to limit the church and hamper its mission in the world. This 
pressure can be clearly discerned in the legal system. 


"balanced treatment for creation-evolution" bills in various state legislatures. 
In Arkansas, such a bill was signed into law by the governor in March 1981. 
challenge to the constitutionality of the bill. A trial was held and the bill was 
judged to be unconstitutional. One of the authors was the first expert witness 
for the defense at this court case.40 


Many such situations could be cited. We wish to draw attention to efforts in 
the legal arena by William Bentley Ball, already featured in this chapter. He 
has involved himself in numerous cases involving religious rights of 
Christians in the public and legal sectors. In 1992 Assistant Chief Robert 
Vernon of the Los Angeles Police Department was forced to retire because 
of attacks on his Christian faith. Vernon had served the L.A.P.D. for nearly 
thirty-eight years and is an elder at Grace Community Church, Sun Valley, 
California, pastored by John F. MacArthur, Jr. 


Chief Vernon has filed a lawsuit against the city of Los Angeles for this 


of Roman Catholic/evangelical teamwork addressing the dangerous effect of 
secularism and hostility leveled at those who stand for Christ in our Ball 
sums up his concerns in this area: "It is time that Catholics and evangelicals 


For that they will both need, in the name of public duty, to suppress old 


suspicions and antagonisms and endeavor to see in one another brothers and 
sisters in Christ."42 


PRISON REFORM 


Throughout the Scriptures, we find references to many of God's people 
spending time in prison. In the Old Testament, Joseph was imprisoned for 
alleged improprieties with Potiphar's wife (Gen. 39) and King Zedekiah 
incarcerated Jeremiah for his prophetic utterances (Jer. 32:2-5). In the New 
Testament, John the Baptist (Matt. 11:2), the apostles (Acts 5:17-23), and 
Paul with Silas (Acts 16:19-24) spent time behind bars. Jesus instructed his 
followers to minister to those in prison (Matt. 25:31-40). 


In the history of the church, God has used time spent in prison to deepen 
commitment and produce new insights among his people. A contemporary 
example of prison reform is Charles Colson, who went to jail for his 
involvement in Watergate, was converted, and subsequently formed Prison 
Fellowship Ministries. 


PRISON FELLOWSHIP MINISTRIES 


Charles Colson was a member of Richard Nixon's "inner circle." Known as 
Nixon's "hatchet man," Colson was tried and convicted of leaking F.B.I. 
documents to the press during the Watergate scandal. 


The forthright testimony of Boston businessman Tom Phillips and his 
reading of such works as C. S. Lewis's Mere Christianity convinced Colson 
of the truthfulness of Christianity and he was subsequently converted. It was 
while he served a seven-month jail term that he discovered the need for 
programs geared to meet the spiritual needs of those in prison.43 


In 1976, Colson founded Prison Fellowship, a program which seeks to 
rehabilitate those behind bars. Prisoners, ex-prisoners, victims, and their 
families are exposed to the power and healing of the gospel. Prison 
Fellowship Ministries is the largest prison outreach program in the world 
and is active not only in the United States but also in fifty-five countries 
around the world. It ministers to about 250,000 people. 


Charles Colson is a widely acclaimed author, speaker, and commentator. He 
has recently been awarded the one million dollar 1993 Templeton Prize for 
Progress in Religion. This prestigious award is presented annually to a 
person who shows exceptional thinking in advancing humanity's 
understanding of God. Previous recipients include former Soviet dissident 
Alexander Solzhenitsyn, evangelist Billy Graham, and Mother Teresa. 


The Roman Catholic Connection. It is not well known in evangelical circles 
that Colson receives a great amount of friendship and assistance from 
Roman Catholics. William F. Buckley, the host of "Firing Line" and editor 
of The National Review, is a close friend and has participated with Colson in 
conferences. 


salvation and gave his life to Jesus Christ. Upon his release, he was 
tragically gunned down as he deplaned in Manila. Colson's friendship with 
the dead patriot helped him obtain access for Prison Fellowship in the 


leading Roman Catholic prelate in that country. Cardinal Sin, in addressing a 
Prison Fellowship International Conference in Nairobi in 1986, said: 

Justice without love is pure socialism, and love without justice is 
baloney."44 


When Prison Fellowship outgrew its facilities and moved into a new 
headquarters, Charles Colson invited his close friend Fr. Michael Scanlan, 
T.O.R., president of Franciscan University of Steubenville (Ohio), to speak 
at the dedication. In the course of his homily, Fr. Scanlan said, "God made 
Jesus a felon that the rest of us felons could go free!" Indeed. (We will have 
more to say about Michael Scanlan in chapter 18.) 


St. Francis Church and Jail Ministry. Every Tuesday evening, a team from 
St. Francis Roman Catholic Church minister to inmates at the jail in Vista, 
California. Led by evangelism coordinator John Clauder, the team provides 
music and singing for up to forty prisoners who attend the meeting. 


After the singing, the team members stand and give their testimonies as to 
inmates, recovering drug addicts, and family members of inmates. John 
Clauder draws attention to the fact that Jesus mentions that he was "in 
prison" (Matt. 25:35-40) and when Christians minister to those in prison 


selfish because I come here to see Jesus in all of you."45 


The singing and testimonies of those committed Christians have a positive 


dwell on myself."46 


A number of inmates have found Christ since coming to Vista, and John 
Clauder with his associates teach these new believers how to reach out and 
tell others about the gospel. Bible study is stressed and a support system is 
being formed to help released prisoners grow in Christ. The St. Francis 
Roman Catholics do, indeed, take Jesus' words in Matthew 25 seriously. 


CONCLUSION 


In this chapter we have first attempted to sketch briefly the cultural 
deterioration which has caused concern among Christians of all 
denominations. Given the purpose of this book, particular attention has been 
focused on the thinking and contributions of believing Roman Catholics 
such as William Bentley Ball. He is the editor of a current work already 


cited (In Search of a National Morality), which addresses the areas of 


Roman Catholics and evangelicals. In the preface-entitled "Life in an 
Occupied Country"-Ball speaks to the moral decline we see all around. "We 
are assaulted by media (and, widely, through our educational institutions) in 
ways no less distressing to Christians than political propaganda was to 
people of occupied countries."'47 


As a Roman Catholic, Ball had been encouraged by the firm moral stand 
that his church has exhibited through the twentieth century. But a change 
was coming. He wrote: "in the 1970's I, along with many other Catholics, 
shared in the appalling experience that many evangelicals had earlier experi 
enced-the entry of modernism into the church, the rise of dissentients within 
its body_who boldly attacked the fundamental teachings of the faith and, 
situation and his contacts with evangelicals in the school movements and 
other social areas, Ball concluded that "'orthodox' Catholics and 'orthodox' 
evangelical Protestants should work together in the battle against rampant 
secularism. I defined ‘orthodox’ as those who hold belief in God, the Trinity, 


in His image and likeness, man's salvation through 


In short, William Bentley Ball is encouraging an alliance between Roman 
Catholics and evangelicals who, in the words of Charles Colson, "Serve in 


justice of the Kingdom of God in the midst of the kingdoms of this 
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EDUCATIONAL GOALS 


education ... arises from the fertile soil of the Bible."1 Vatican Hf declared 
that "The sacred ecumenical council has given careful consideration to the 
Paramount importance of education in the life of men and its ever-growing 
Church, in order to fulfill the mandate she received from her divine founder 
to announce the mystery of salvation to all men and to renew all things in 


Christ ... has therefore a part to play in the development and extension of 
education."3 


"Parents, who have a primary and inalienable duty_and right in regard to the 
education of their children, should enjoy the fullest liberty in their choice of 


Because many Roman Catholic children will be taught in non-Catholic 
schools, it is incumbent on "those priests and laymen to teach them Christian 
doctrine in a manner suited to their age and background and to provide them 
of time and This process extends to higher level education, where the goal is 
to achieve a deeper understanding of truth. The result is that "the 
convergence of faith and reason in the one truth may be seen more clearly. 
This method follows the tradition of the doctors of the Church and 
especially St. Thomas Aquinas."6 Having established the importance of 
education in Christian formation, we now turn to its historical development. 


CHRISTIAN EDUCATION IN HISTORY 


The development of education in the church may be observed in several 
stages. The first of these occur in the Old Testament period. 


THE OLD TESTAMENT 


An investigation of processes of the common education roots of Catholics 
and evangelicals begins in the Old Testament, since "the roots of Christian 
education run deep into the soil of Judaism."' God made contact with the 
Jewish people through human history and the law. With this in mind, Jewish 
young people were taught "that they should put their hope in God, and not 


forget the deeds of God but keep his commands" (Ps. 78:7). 


the synagogue became the center of Jewish religious life. Its main purpose 
was to instruct. Barclay notes that "It is necessary clearly to remember that 


worship in the narrower sense of the term; it was not devotion, it was 
religious instruction."8 


THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Because the church emerged from the Jewish milieu it utilized the same 
educational structures found in the Old Testament. Although Jesus remained 
within the Jewish framework, he raised teaching to a higher level. Indeed, he 
was the Master. 


The Holy Spirit's coming on the day of Pentecost turned uncertain disciples 
into zealous preacher-teachers. The people who responded to Peter's 
preaching "devoted themselves to the teaching of the apostles" (Acts 2:42). 


Paul's directives to Timothy and Titus include much instruction concerning 
the importance of building up of the "body of Christ." Teaching leads to a 
proper understanding of Scripture (2 Tim. 2:14-15; 3:16-17). It ensures 
sound doctrine (1 Tim. 4:6, 16; 6:3-5; 2 Tim. 4:3-4). In Titus, sound teaching 
is used to counteract heresy (Titus 1:9; 2:12) and establish order in the 
household. Christian education was certainly crucial in the development of 
early Christianity. 


THE POST-APOSTOLIC PERIOD 


With the death of the first generation of Christians, something was needed to 
replace their oral traditions. That something was a collection of literature 
which came to be recognized as the "canon" of the New Testament. This 
canon ("measuring rod") was used by the early church fathers to deal with 
heresy and to build up believers in the faith. 


Because of the large number of converts that the church attracted, education 
was of paramount importance. "Catechumenal training arose to insure that 
those embracing Christianity understood the faith and were committed to the 


belief and life was baptism given.9 


THE MIDDLE AGES 


The cultural and intellectual barrenness that marked the early medieval 
period has caused some to characterize the entire era as the "Dark Ages," the 
Renaissance re-lighted its torch from Greece and Rome. That generalization, 
ill founded in historical fact, greatly misrepresents medieval cultural and 
intellectual life." 10 The monastic orders which came into being in this 
period continued the work of literacy_and instruction. They maintained 
libraries and labored to carry on the task of instilling a life of devotion and 
service in the Church." 1 


THE MODERN SCENE 


The spirits of secularism and moral relativity that have permeated our 
culture have found a warm welcome in our educational institutions. Not only 
in secular circles but, sadly, in schools which formerly maintained a classic 
Christian stance as well one can discern movement away from orthodoxy. 
We will briefly touch on the cause and effect on Roman Catholic 
instructions and movements in the United States. 


COLLAPSE OF THE SUPERNATURAL 


work on the current state of affairs in the Roman Catholic Church.12 On 
Roman Catholic "progressives" he observes that "The familiar path traveled 
by_these theologians was blazed and well beaten by Protestant liberalism in 


vee 


the nineteenth century." Concerning this new shift: "The controlling 


transcendent.14 


Historian James Hitchcock has also addressed this shift in emphasis. He 
wrote: "Catholic institutions in the United States have never been able to 
find the proper balance between commitment and openness."15 Hitchcock 
finds change has occurred philosophically: "The dominance of the 


and enduring institutions in the history of the world, was plunged into an 
identity crisis of cosmic proportions."17 Its bad enough when un-Christian 
influences attack the church from without but when this comes from within 
the result is disastrous: "Many Catholics today are being victimized by 
ideologies they do not even know exist, proffered in pseudo-religious 
Hitchcock goes on to describe the effect that pluralism and post-Vatican II 
bureaucracy has had on the modern Roman Catholic Church. 


Another Roman Catholic, Dinesh D'Souza, has written an important book 
dealing with the educational scene.19 In this work, D'Souza details the 
impact that "political correctness" has had on the American educational 
establishment. "Multiculturalism," "racism," "sexism," and "relativistic" 
forces have led to intolerance in a number of schools across this country. 


Wot 


Gerald Fogarty's book American Catholic Biblical Scholarship details the 
history_of Roman Catholic scholarship in this country, finding that American 
Catholicism is moving from a "biblical fundamentalist approach" to one 


an abandonment of biblical inerrancy for a position which extends 
inspiration only to matters of faith and morals.20 


America we find the following evaluation: "St. Thomas Aquinas succeeded 
in making the Christian message relevant to the learned world of his day... . 
But this is not the day of St. Thomas Aquinas; the modern mind is not 
prepared to cope with the modes of Greek thought he employed."21 What 
will take the place of the time honored system of Augustinian/Thomism? " 
[N]o age has been so blessed as ours in the development of such sciences as 
anthropology, sociology _and psychology. Should not these disciplines now 
become the hand maids of the ... new pastoral In a word, believing Roman 
Catholics and evangelicals would say no. 


We have it on good authority that when the names of John Paul II or 
Cardinal Ratzinger are mentioned at meetings of the Catholic Theological 
Society of America a good deal of wailing and gnashing of teeth ensues. So 
much for faithfulness on the part of Roman Catholic "progressive" 
theologians. What begins in the centers of ecclesiastical education usually 
seeps down into the teaching at the parish level. One of the authors has a 
daughter-in-law who is a bright, traditional Roman Catholic. She and her 
husband have sponsored young people's groups and taught religious 
education classes in their church. She has been dismayed at the presence of 
less than orthodox notions in the teaching materials put at her disposal. For 
example, the bodily resurrection of Christ is questioned, as is the virgin 
birth. Sin is explained away and the Bible is said to be full of myths. And 


experience who has taken numerous local training courses-and walked out 
on more than a few.'23 But in spite of all the liberalization there has been, 
of late, there have been some promising developments concerning these 
problems. After all, while the short-term prospects may be pessimistic, Jesus 
has promised that Satan will not, in the long run, destroy the church (Matt. 
16:18). 


RENAISSANCE OF ORTHODOXY 


Responding to these dangerous trends in their church, orthodox Roman 
Catholics have accepted the challenge. Two pro-life campus groups are 
active in schools throughout the country. American Collegians for Life 
(ACL) was founded in 1987 and has grown to more than 300 chapters. 
Collegians Activated to Liberate Life (CALL) works throughout the 
Midwest and visits colleges to mobilize students to pro-life activity. 


A number of journals and magazines are attempting to address the moral and 
ethical disarray that is occurring in our culture. First Things, with editorin- 
chief Fr. Richard John Neuhaus, has among its contributors such traditional 
Roman Catholics as William B. Ball, William F. Buckley, Jr., and John 
Cardinal O'Connor. They are joined with such evangelicals as Elizabeth 
Achtemeier (Union Theological Seminary in Virginia) and Thomas C. Oden 
of Drew University. Another publication, Crisis, is a monthly journal 
founded by the American "god-father" of Thomistic thought, Ralph Mc- 
Inerny. It advertises itself as a journal of lay-Catholic opinion and its 
publication committee is made up of such illuminati as Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
J. Peter Grace, Alexander M. Haig, and Michael Novak. An occasional 
evangelical slips in as well. 


Servant Books is the publishing outreach of The Sword of the Spirit, an 
international Christian community reflecting the Roman Catholic, Orthodox, 
and Protestant traditions. Servant Books has published material from "Allies 
for Faith and Renewal" conferences and other works that reflect on the 
foundational truths that all orthodox Christians hold in common. Of special 
interest is the series Knowing the Truth, co-edited by Roman Catholic Peter 
Kreeft and evangelical J. I]. Packer. Among the titles in the series is Knowing 


the Truth about Creation (1989), written by Norman L. Geisler.24 


THE EAGLE FORUM 


"stands for the fundamental right of parents to guide the education of their 
own Such systems as "Outcome-Based Education" and experimental courses 
in "self-esteem" or "decision-making" are opposed. Phyllis Schlafly is a 
practicing Roman Catholic and has been a national leader of the 
conservative movement since the publication of her best-selling 1964 book, 


A Choice Not an Echo. She has been active in pro-family affairs and has 
opposed the agendas of the radical feminist movement, often debating on 
college campuses. 


Mrs. Schlafly writes a monthly newsletter (The Phyllis Schlafly Report) and 
her syndicated column appears in 100 newspapers, her radio commentaries 
are heard daily on 270 stations, and her radio talk show on educational 
matters is heard weekly on 45 stations. She is the author or editor of thirteen 
books on subjects as varied as family and feminism (The Power of the 
Positive Woman), education (Child Abuse in the Classroom), and child care 
(Who Will Rock the Cradle?). 


Phyllis Schlafly is an articulate spokesperson for orthodox Christian values 
and morals. As a lawyer she has testified before a number of congressional 
and state legislative committees. She is a graduate of Washington University 
and received her Masters in Political Science from Harvard University. 


THE RAINBOW CURRICULUM MEETS ITS MATCH 


The New York City public school system is the largest in the nation. Its 
chancellor, Joseph A. Fernandez, decided in 1991 to implement a program 
designed to teach "the positive aspects" of homosexuality to the almost one 
million children under his care. The curriculum, known as the Rainbow 
Curriculum, had among its recommended books such titles as Daddy's 
Roommate, Heather Has Two Mommies, and Gloria Goes to Gay Pride. Not 
content to teach tolerance, Fernandez insisted that his task was to enforce 
complete compliance and overturn social moral structures that have been in 
place in Western civilization for centuries. Fernandez had not counted on 
reaction from the likes of Mary A. Cummins. 


Cummins, a feisty Roman Catholic, served in a volunteer capacity as school 
board president in District 24, West Queens. She told Fernandez in no 
uncertain terms that "We will not accept two people of the same sex engaged 
in deviant sex practices as family." Her protest was joined by six other 
school boards, and the storm of protest that resulted when the social engi 
neering agenda of the Rainbow Curriculum was exposed led to Fernandez's 
eventual termination. 


Mary Cummins has drawn support from not only evangelical parents but 
also orthodox Jews and Muslims. Cummins is backed by David Wilkerson 
(The Cross and the Switchblade), pastor of Times Square Church, and that 
traditional values champion, John Cardinal O'Connor, archbishop of New 
York. Again, Roman Catholics and evangelicals are coming together to 
confront the encroachment of moral decay in society. 


TEXTBOOK BIAS 


For some time now, Christians of various persuasions have been disturbed 
by_American public schooling in general and the textbooks in particular. 
Along comes Roman Catholic Paul Vitz, professor of psychology at New 
York University. Armed with a grant from the federal government and 
funded through the National Institute of Education, Vitz has examined the 
above charges and gathered his conclusions in a book.26 


Vitz sees no dark plot involved in the educational revisionism in current 
textbooks but the result of the secular and liberal mind-set that pervades the 
leadership in the world of education. The results, however, are not 
dissimilar. One example Vitz provides is illuminating: 


One social studies book has thirty pages on the Pilgrims, including the first 
as even a part of the Pilgrims’ life. One mother whose son is in a class using 
this book wrote to say that he came home and told her that "Thanksgiving 
was when Pilgrims gave thanks to the Indians. " ‘The mother called the 
principal of this suburban New York City school to point out that 
Thanksgiving was when the Pilgrims thanked God. The principal responded 


the 


Vitz concludes: "We are being taxed to support schools that are 


"Taxation without representation is 


A COOPERATIVE EFFORT 


One of the most impressive examples of a cooperative educational effort 
between Roman Catholics and evangelicals is the Franciscan University of 
Steubenville in Ohio. It began in 1946 as the College of Steubenville, a 
small commuter school serving ex-servicemen. In the early 1960s land was 
donated and the college moved to its present location. The college originally 
had_a Franciscan identity and in 1974 the school called a Franciscan priest, 
Michael Scanlan, to be its president. Fr. Scanlan had been rector at St. 
Francis Seminary_in Loretto, Pennsylvania. The spiritual climate of most 
Catholic schools at the time was theologically destitute, much the same as 
their Protestant Concerning this situation, the distinguished Roman Catholic 
educator Russell A. Kirk, comments: "Now a days Catholic students, in 


point of both intellect and moral teaching, would be prudent to attend not the 


college or state university."31 John Henry Cardinal Newman would not be 
pleased.32 


God had been preparing Michael Scanlan for his assignment at Steubenville. 
Following the directive of Vatican Il which encouraged Catholics to enter 
into ecumenical dialogue with their "separated brethren," he preached in 
Protestant churches and held retreats for Protestant groups. Addressing 
differences between Roman Catholics and Protestants, Fr. Scanlan writes: 
"At the same time, these differences are not as great as many Christians 
think. Our discussions cleared up some misconceptions. Catholics do not 
tradition. Scripture is central in Catholic life. Protestants do not believe that 
“good works' have no value."33 


Caroline, the Superior of the Discalced Carmelite Sisters, met with two 
charismatic priests. They laid hands on him and Scanlan relates: "The Spirit 


have experienced or studied."34 He experienced what Pentecostal and 
charismatic Christians call "the baptism of the Holy Spirit." Armed with his 
newly found spiritual resources, Fr. Scanlan took charge of a "Catholic-in- 
name-only" school and turned it into a biblically based Roman Catholic 
institution that majors in tumming "cultural" Catholics into "born again" ones. 


years, evangelical Protestants associated with the Christian Coalition have 


ministers in teaching our students the basics of practical Christian living and 
in leading them to a deeper spiritual life."35 


Speaking of the spiritual unity that he finds with evangelicals, Fr. Scanlan 


the common bond which unites believing Roman Catholics and evangelicals 
is: ''We are united by one life in Jesus Christ, not by a shared human culture. 
The work of God transcends cultures and nations and tongues. It takes 
priority over human preferences and smashes man-made barriers."36 


Finally, in the ecumenical journal Touchstone one finds the following 
information on Steubenville: "Theology is one of the most popular fields of 
study,_and there are more undergraduate theology majors than in any other 
Catholic college or university in the United States.... Steubenville has grown 


states and 22 foreign countries."37 


Students from Steubenville join hands with their evangelical counterparts 
and during spring break evangelize hundreds of vacationing college students 
on Florida beaches. After fifteen years, the university is thriving and 
enrollment is at an all-time high. The school is mentioned in America's Best 
Colleges guide and also in the Templeton Foundation's Honor Roll for 
Character Building Colleges. Somehow we think Cardinal Newman would 
be happy. 


AN EDUCATIONAL MINISTRY IN JERUSALEM 


One author (Ralph MacKenzie) was privileged to tour the Holy Land a few 
years ago. It was during this trip that he met Joyce Shafer, who works for 
Church School Service, Inc. in Jerusalem. Shafer-originally from California- 
is an evangelical of the Pentecostal persuasion who works at providing 
Christian literature for the various communions in and around Jerusalem. 


She takes flannel graphs and other Sunday school teaching materials such as 
the "Little Folk Whole Bible Visual Sets" and translates them from English 
into Arabic for the Arab churches and Sunday schools in the area. 


Church School Service has reached out into other parts of the Middle East 
such as Jordan, Egypt, and Iraq. Concerning distribution of flannel graphs, 
Joyce comments, "This continues to be an extremely fruitful service to the 
Arab churches and schools in Israel and elsewhere in the Middle East. Every 
church denomination co-operates."38 Church School Service is clearly 
nonsectarian in its ministry, serving all Protestant representations as well as 
numerous Eastern Orthodox and Roman Catholic churches. When thinking 


Come 


OTHER AREAS OF COOPERATION 


There are many areas of educational opportunities in which Roman 
Catholics and evangelicals share a common interest. One of these is in the 
area of parental choice in education. 


PARENTAL CHOICE 


Many Christians see the idea of "parental choice" as being a way to combat 
the sorry state of affairs in education today. In some school districts, 
vouchers are given so that parents of, say, differing religious and cultural 
backgrounds can send their children to the school of their choice. Basic 
educational standards are required at these institutions. This seems to be an 
eminently fair system in a pluralistic society that is experiencing a violent 
clash of values. Take, for example, the topic of the earth's origin. With 
vouchers, creationists could send their children to schools that teach creation 


and evolutionists could send their children to schools that teach evolution. 
Neither would have to send their children to schools that indoctrinate their 
children against their beliefs but could choose to send their children to a 
school based on Judeo-Christian, secular humanist, or New Age values, 
depending on their convictions. 


state allocates for their education."'40 This issue soon will be presented to 
voters in a number of states. We will wait for the results. 


BILL CREASY, CATHOLIC BIBLE TEACHER EXTRAORDINAIRE 


Teacher, author, and lecturer Dr. Bill Creasy is a member of the English 
faculty at the University of California, Los Angeles. His year-long course, 
The English Bible, is one of the most highly rated courses at UCLA. Dr. 
Creasy received his bachelors and masters degrees in English from Arizona 
State University, summa cum laude, and his doctorate in medieval literature 
from UCLA. 


Dr. Creasy is also a parishioner at St. Paul the Apostle Church in Westwood, 
California, where he teaches two courses. The first is a five-year program 
through the entire Bible and over 200 people attend the course each Monday 
evening. The second course is an in-depth study of the Bible, taking six to 
nine months per book. He also teaches a five-year "thru-the-Bible" course in 
Malibu, and conducts weekend Bible seminars and retreats across the 
country. 


Mary's College, and at the request of Cardinal Roger Mahoney, he is a 
member of the Spirituality Commission for the Archdiocese of Los Angeles. 
His latest books include The Imitation of Christ, a New Reading of the 1441 
Autograph Manuscript41 and a forthcoming book, Mark, the Narrative 
Strategy of a Gospel. 


"Catholics don't know how to do Bible studies.... I think it's very important 
to teach the whole Bible.... People duck the difficult parts. If it's the Word of 


The two authors were present at St. Paul the Apostle Church for a Monday 
evening Bible study. We sat fascinated as Creasy taught from the Gospel of 
John for nearly two hours non-stop. Close to two hundred people (the 
majority Roman Catholics) followed along attentively, taking copious notes. 
Chuck Swindoll and John MacArthur would have been impressed. 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC/EVANGELICAL CONNECTION IN 
PANAMA CITY 


One author (Ralph MacKenzie) met Carli Jelenszky when both were 
studying in Seminary West. Jelenszky is vice-president of a large jewelry 
firm in Panama City, Panama, and moves in the higher socio-economic 
circles there. He came to faith in Christ through the witness of a Wycliffe 
Bible translator and the Lord led him to come to the United States for 
theological education. 


Upon graduation, Carli returned to Panama City and has begun several Bible 
study classes in Roman Catholic churches there. Many Hispanicsraised in a 
nominal Catholic culture-upon experiencing true conversion to Christ, 
became very anti-Catholic. Jelenszky takes a different approach. He has 
used his contacts with the Roman Catholic hierarchy (including a close 
friendship with a Vatican official who is a lay-theologian) to develop the 
aforementioned Bible studies. All this while remaining a committed 
evangelical believer. 


EXCHANGE LECTURE OPPORTUNITIES 


Finally, the authors have a modest proposal to advance. Opportunity for 
discussion and interaction between believing Roman Catholics and 
evangelicals should be encouraged. Indeed, this already exists on a limited 
scale (see chap. 17). Might we see the day that a Roman Catholic theologian 
of the stature of Cardinal Ratzinger addresses the Evangelical Theological 


Society? Or Harold O. J. Brown lectures at the North American College in 
Rome? Given some of the situations mentioned in Part Three of this work, 
these scenarios no longer seem out of the question. Compromise of 
convictions is one thing, but dialogue is another. We oppose the former but 
favor the latter. 


One author (Norman Geisler) can testify to the value of Catholic higher 
education, having received a doctorate in philosophy from a Catholic 
institution. Compared to the two secular universities he attended, there was a 
marked difference in their worldviews. In fact Carl Henry once proposed 
that there should be a Christian University based on the Apostle's Creed and 
perhaps the Nicene Creed. This would include Roman Catholics. Some 
Catholic schools are reaching out to incorporate evangelical faculty. 
Presently, one of the best collection of evangelical philosophers to be found 
in a large graduate school is at the University of Notre Dame. 


As we noted in Part One, evangelicals have much in common with a 
Catholic world view. Both are theistic. And theologically, both are 
trinitarian. As for the differences, courses in a joint Catholic-evangelical 
university could be tailored to the various ecclesiastical preferences. In our 
opinion such a university would be better than what many evangelical 
parents presently do, namely, send their young people to secularistic 
universities that under mine the Christian values and beliefs of their 
posterity. Sadly, many evangelicals would rather have their children come 
under pagan influence than study with Roman Catholics. 


CONCLUSION 


We have briefly sketched the impact that unbelief and loosening moral 
constraints have had on education in general and religious instruction in 
situation have been mentioned. Paul Vitz identifies "moral relativity" as a 
major culprit in the deterioration of the current moral climate. One model to 
emerge from moral relativity is "values clarification." Concerning this 
model, Vitz writes: "Values clarification must be contrasted with the 


traditional view of explicit praise for virtue and strong condemnation of 
wrong-doing." This traditional approach is ineffective, the progressives 


Perrotta, a director of the Center for Pastoral Renewal, noted that "the 
bishops expressed their ‘regret that the theological discussions of our day 
have sometimes occasioned confusion among the Therefore, "The 
prospective Vatican policy regarding those who teach Catholic theology in 
Catholic institutions ... must not only be academically qualified but must 
also communicate it faithfully and live it."45 We have an obligation to 
provide our children with a Christian education. One can hardly conceive of 
Abraham and Sarah sending Isaac to the Canaanite University in old 
Salem! 46 
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SPIRITUAL HERITAGE 


There is a large amount of what might be called "common spiritual heritage" 
between Catholics and evangelicals. We use the word "common" because all 
communions, Roman Catholic and Protestant (as well as Orthodox) share in 
this rich tradition. Unfortunately, one group often is unaware of the 
contributions of the others. Certainly this is true of evangelicals who, on the 
whole, are unaware of the source of much spiritual and devotional material 
that they themselves utilize. 


The cultural and moral decline which has occurred in contemporary_society 
is reflected in the current state of literature and the arts. Evangelical 


literature and the arts in our time likewise gives great reason for cultural con 
cern."1 This is not to say that the twentieth century has been completely 
devoid of authors writing from a Christian perspective. Henry mentions W. 


an authentic Christian stance. Concerning the ratio of evangelicals to Roman 
Catholics in literary contributions, he notes that "Catholics have been more 


part reflect the price of an excessive evangelical withdrawal from the 
culture."2 


On the other side of the ecclesiastical aisle, concerning the "contemplative 
dimension of the life of faith, Vatican II speaks to the need for Roman 


tolate."3 At the center of this spiritual development, "Prayer is the indispens 
able breath of every contemplative dimension."'4 Priests are instructed: 


periods of personal and community prayer."5 Also vital to personal 
Christian formation is exposure to the Word of God. Along with study of the 
Scriptures, a spiritual heritage is built with literature and hymnology which 
speaks to the trials and triumphs experienced by God's people. As 
charismatic Catholics can testify, Roman Catholics have a great deal to learn 


from evangelical hymns and devotional material. 


LITERATURE 


One of the reasons so many Roman Catholic lay persons are converting to 
evangelicalism is that they did not find a dynamic personal relationship with 
Christ in their Catholic church. The reality is often lost in the ritual. On the 
other hand, one of the reasons that a number of noted evangelical scholars 
(e.g., Thomas Howard and Richard Neuhaus) have converted to Catholicism 
is that there is a deep intellectual tradition not found in the typical 
evangelical church. Ironically, while Rome is losing many of its laity "out 
the bottom" to evangelicals, evangelicals are losing some of their 
intellectuals "out the top" to Catholicism. Obviously, each has something to 
learn from the other. 


Catholic tradition is rich with literature. This section will examine some of 
the literature which has emerged from the Christian tradition. The content of 
these writings are for the most part devotional in nature with some 
theological implications. Space restrictions force us to be limited to a few 
examples out of a vast number of works. 


Evangelicals, for the most part, are unaware of the origin of some Christian 
spiritual classics that they treasure-many of which originated from the 
church fathers and scholars from the Middle Ages. Our samples will be, for 
the most part, works written before the Protestant Reformation. 


THE LIFE OF ANTONY(A.D. 3 5 7) 


This was written by Athanasius (c. A.D. 296-373), who was the champion of 
orthodoxy against Arianism and the author of the creed that bears his name. 
When in exile in the West, certain Christians asked Athanasius to write 
concerning the life of Antony, whom Athanasius had known personally. 


Antony (c. A.D. 251-356) was born in Egypt in a Christian family. He was a 
shy lad, disliking school and never learning to read or write. At age 20, he 
retired to the desert where he devoted his life to the practice of Christian 
asceticism. He attracted a number of disciples and organized them into a 
community of hermits. 


Concerning Antony's disposition, Athanasius writes that "He was never 


to those who sat with him during his ecstasy_and afterwards pressed him to 
tell them what he had seen."7 


Antony didn't wish to draw attention to himself and, on one occasion when a 


Antony was translated into Latin and was influential in Roman circles. 
Augustine mentions the work in his Confessions, and Antony's subsequent 


victories over his spiritual trials in the desert have inspired Christians down 
through the centuries. 


THE CONFESSIONS OF ST. AUGUSTINE (C. A.D. 397) 


Augustine's Confessions is best described as a spiritual autobiography. The 
best known of his many works, it clearly details the personality of 
Augustine. In reading this book, one follows Augustine (A.D. 354-430) 
from his childhood in Tagaste, Northern Africa, through his investigations in 
Manichaeism, Platonism, and skepticism. He finally comes to faith in the 
God of the Bible and is baptized in A.D. 387. 


Augustine often expressed his Christian convictions in Neoplatonic terms, at 
times even buying into their ideas. Nonetheless, his views were consciously 

and progressively Christian, and he always made an effort to ground them in 
Scripture and the great Christian teachers before him. 


Augustine treated a number of different themes in this work. God is Creator 
and not to be confused with his creation. He is the proper object of human 
love and humanity acquires spiritual insight and power through conversion 
to Jesus Christ. Augustine's godly mother Monica never ceased to pray for 
her son, and when they both went to Milan he fell under the influence of the 
eloquent bishop Ambrose and was converted. 


The later portions of the Confessions deal with Augustine's struggles with 
the Donatists' and Pelagians’ transcendent nature of God and an involved 
analysis of the nature and relationship of time to creation. Augustine was the 
first great Christian theologian to follow the Apostolic Era and one of the 
finest systematizers that the church has produced. The doctrines and 
concepts that would tax the great minds who followed him in church history 
were first broached by the "Bishop of Hippo." 


THE CITY OF GOD 


the world."9 Augustine chose the city as a model because "the city was in 
his day the center ... of culture and political life."10 


Augustine contrasted the City of God with the "city of man." Those who 
trust in the true God are citizens of the City of God. This "city" is temporal 
here on earth and will-at the eschaton-become the eternal abode. The city of 


Augustine here addressed the pagan charge that Christians were responsible 
for the sack of Rome. He argued that this distinction occurred because of 


evil internal reasons and was a part of God's "permissive" will. In dealing 
with the issue of the divine permission of oppression, Augustine offered that 


"a good man, though a slave, is free; but a wicked man, though a King, is a 


Themes addressed throughout this work include the providence of God, the 
nature and function of philosophy, _and the nature of sin-which Augustine 
identifies primarily_as pride. His purpose was to "give a newness to 
historical events, and yet he relates this newness to a providential order." 
All of this activity has as its origin and purpose the love of God which is 


manifested in Jesus, who is God's "co-eternal Word, the Second Person of 
the Trinity, who essentially serves as the instrument of creation." 14 


What is striking about Augustine is that, although a committed Catholic 
bishop, his writings are claimed by both evangelical Protestants and Catho 
lics. Indeed, through both Luther and Calvin, Augustine is in a real sense the 
grandfather of the Reformation. To this day many of the best known, and 
best worded, theological formulations of Christian truth used by orthodox 
Protestants are in the words of Augustine. 


CUR DELIS HOMO(A.D. 1098) 


The title means "Why the God-Man" and was written by Anselm, 
archbishop of Canterbury (c. A.D. 1033-1109). Anselm is considered the 
greatest theologian between Augustine and Aquinas and has been called the 
father of scholastic theology. (See chap. 5 concerning his contributions.) 


This famous work was written "in the form of a dialogue or debate between 
Anselm and an friendly interlocutor named Boso, whose duty it is to raise 


calls for the work of a God-Man."17 As already noted, the Reformers used 


Anselm's "satisfaction" theory of the atonement to good effect in 
constructing their theological system. 


THE STEPS OF HUMILITY(A.D. 


The author is Bernard, abbot of Clairvaux (A.D. 1090-1153), and it is 
considered to be "contemplative" theology. Bernard's purpose was to 


apprehension. He was reluctant to write this work because "To write from 
his Own motives and to satisfy his own desires would be a violation of the 
virtue he intends to 


Bernard examined the elements that make up pride, such as curiosity, 
frivolity, foolish mirth, and the like. Christians of all persuasions have 
gained insight into the practice of holiness from this godly man. 


SUMMA THEOLOGIAE 


Although many evangelicals are loathe to admit it, their theology is heavily 
influenced by one of the greatest Christian theologians of all time, Thomas 
Aquinas (c. A.D. 1225-74). 


His magnum opus, Summa Theologiae, is the ultimate in theological 
dialogue. It is one of the greatest contributions any Christian mind has ever 
produced. Its basic view of God, of Christ, and even of salvation is so 
Calvinistic that it would shock most evangelicals, were they to take time to 
study the angelic doctor. 


Arvin Vos is one of the few contemporary evangelicals to recognize this in 


contributions to contemporary evangelical thought in Thomas Aquinas: An 
Evangelical Appraisal,20 we will not belabor the point here. It suffices to 


give the conclusion: Evangelicals should not be singing "should Ole 
Aquinas be forgot and never brought to mind"! 


THE DIVINE COMEDY(C. 


The author is Dante Alighieri (A.D. 1265-1321) and the work falls into the 
category of "allegorical" poetry. The poem develops on four levels: literal, 


Triune ; 
The theological and philosophical structure of the poem is borrowed from 


In spite of the problematic nature of the aforementioned doctrines for 
evangelicals, Dante's work can serve to illuminate medieval thought and he 
represents the best of Christian humanism in his era. Also, he describes 


THE LITTLE FLOWERS OF SAINT FRANCIS 


This book is a number of brief anecdotes concerning Francis of Assisi (A.D. 
1181-1226). The author of The Little Flowers is unknown. The type of work 
works, and sanctity of saints.23 Francis was born in Assisi of middle-class 
parents. At age 20 he contracted an illness which triggered his conversion ex 
perience. He discovered his gift was preaching and founded the Order of 
Friars Minor, subsequently called Franciscans. 


This collection relates the virtues practiced by the followers of Francis, 
namely poverty, simplicity, humility, charity to the poor, and joy in the Lord. 
Francis traveled throughout many countries and his reputation for godliness 
grew and his religious communities flourished. 


Of benefit for the modern reader is the glimpse one gets of the moral 
character of Francis: "He is tender without sentimentality, gentle to all-even 
to his enemies-and strong beneath his gentleness."24 Francis of Assisi was a 
man so revered by his contemporaries as to be designated "the second 
Christ," a title made official by Pope Pius XI.25 Catholics are not alone in 
taking spiritual inspiration from this godly man. 


THE DIALOGUE OF CATHERINE OF SIENA 


This is a devotional meditation composed by Catherine of Siena (A.D. 
134780). A woman of uncommon spirituality, Catherine lived in a time of 
moral laxity and ecclesiastical decadence. She ministered to the sick and 
poor during this turbulent period and was to become a trusted advisor to the 


pope. 


prayer, and obedience. Her status in the Roman Catholic Church is such that 
she was designated a "Doctor of the Church" in 1970, an honor shared with 
just one other woman, ‘Teresa of 


THE IMITATION OF CHRIST (A.D. 


One of the most widely read books in the world outside the Bible, near the 
top of the all-time best sellers even for Protestants, was written by Catholic 
monk Thomas a Kempis (c. A.D. 1380-1471). Thomas was born at Kempen, 
near Cologne, of poor parents. After education at a school run by the 
Brethren of the Common Life, he entered the house of the Canons Regular, 
who adopted the Rule of St. Augustine. He lived there the rest of his life and 
became known as a writer, preacher, and spiritual advisor of great stature. 


The major purpose of this work was to instruct Christians in the need and 
method of modeling Christ. The inner life is examined; the need for 
humility, contrition, self-discipline, and submission to spiritual superiors are 
stressed. Concerning the quality of this spirituality, it is said that: "The 
noblest product of this simple, mystical, churchly piety is the Imitation of 
Christ-a book the circulation of which has exceeded that of any other 
product of the Middle Ages."27 


THE LIFE OF ST. TERESA OF AVILA (A.D. 


This is a work about the spiritual life, written by St. Teresa herself. Teresa de 
is an animated personal narrative. ‘Teresa regarded an event that occurred 
when she was forty_as her true conversion: "A picture of the wounded Christ 


to anew pitch of devotion."28 


In the monastery, Teresa experienced a number of mystical ecstasies and 
raptures which were interpreted by some of her advisors as being Satanic in 
origin. However, her careful descriptions of these experiences lead one to 
conclude that she remained within the borders of authentic biblical faith. 


Her Life advances the concept that Christian devotion mainly consists of 
mental prayer. She distinguishes four degrees of contemplation and her work 
is a spiritual classic. She founded the Discalced ("barefoot") Order of 
Carmelites with the help of a young monk who came to be known as St. 
John of the Cross. Like her predecessor, Catherine of Siena, St. Teresa was 
declared a "Doctor of the Church" in 1970.29 


THE DARK NIGHT OF THE SOUL (A.D. 


Written by St. John of the Cross (A.D. 1542-91), this is a manual for 

rather uneventful life joined the Carmelites and subsequently was ordained 
in A.D. 1567. In A.D. 1572, St. Teresa called him to Avila to minister at the 
Convent of the Incarnation. Because of his involvement in an ecclesiastical 


visions and wrote Dark Night of the Soul.30 


The central theme of this work is that the goal of the human soul is union 
with God. The process involved may include spiritual darkness and despair, 
which is the first stage of spiritual progress. One is reminded of job's 
tribulations, which were misunderstood by his "counselors." 


John does not locate sin in earthly pleasures themselves. "What possess and 
harm the soul are not the things of the world but rather the will and desire 
for them."31 The end result of this exercise: "Supernatural being, 
communicated by love and grace, overcomes the dark night of the The 
Catholic church has proclaimed St. John of the Cross the doctor par 
excellence of ascetical and mystical theology. Concerning John and 

about St. John of the Cross is that he draws his teaching from exactly the 
same Biblical sources as Calvin and his successors, and that the dominant 
themes ... are just those which govern what we do not shrink from ... calling 
Calvinist mysticism."33 


INTRODUCTION TO THE DEVOUT LIFE (A.D. 


This work was authored by St. Francis of Sales (A.D. 1567-1622) and 
concerns Christian growth in sanctification and spiritual maturity. During his 
time as bishop of Geneva, Francis counseled many men and women and 
wrote a number of letters dealing with problems of a spiritual nature. 


Francis of Sales was concerned to point out that "The religious life is not a 


all."34 Although set in a Roman Catholic framework, the Introduction 


transcends denominational boundaries, for "In all Christian bodies, 
thousands have found, and still find, that this book of religious counsel is 


THE PRACTICE OF THE PRESENCE OF GOD (A.D. 1692) 


Brother Lawrence, born Nicholas Herman (c. A.D. 1605-91), wrote this 
practical guide on Christian devotion. Brother Lawrence was a lay monk in a 
Parisian monastery. His superior gathered letters and meditations written by 
Lawrence and, supplemented by personal conversations with the monk, 
gives us a picture of this remarkable man. 


Brother Lawrence worked for fifteen years in the monastery kitchen and 
later, because of lameness, became a cobbler. He performed the simplest of 
tasks to the service of God, who can be "served as well in the kitchen or on 
the battlefield as in the Church while receiving the Sacrament."36 For 
Lawrence, "The service of God is primarily an affair of the will and not of 
the understanding,"37 This unassuming monk reflected in his work and 
posture the biblical injunction, "Do all for the glory of God." 


PENSEES (A.D. 16 7 0) 


The Pensees ("Thoughts") were written by Blaise Pascal (A.D. 1623-62). 
Possessing one of the most towering intellects in the modern world, he also 
was a devout and committed Catholic, interested in Scripture as well as 
science. As early as age 16 he made contributions to geometry, physics, 
applied mechanics, and mathematic formulations which still are useful in 
modern science. He suffered ill health and died before reaching age 40. 


The Pensees were notes Pascal wanted to use to write an apology for the 
masterpieces as Augustine's Confessions. One of the significant ideas 
advanced here by Pascal is that "Man must learn to reflect upon himself and 
seek to understand himself in relation to the rest of nature."38 Another is 


and in his relation to nature; on the other hand, he is the highest of all 
creatures."39 


Pascal had little use for the utilization of pure reason in the task of 
understanding God's existence, preferring the "God of Abraham, Isaac and 
Jacob" to the God of the philosophers. This is evident in his famous 
statement "The heart has reasons of which the mind knows nothing," He was 
steadfastly Christocentric in his faith. For Pascal, "Apart from Jesus Christ 
we do not know what is our life, nor our death, nor God, nor ourselves."40 
Here again, his faith transcends his own religious jurisdiction and is widely 
embraced by Protestants. 


MARTYROLOGY 


A "martyr" by Christian definition is a person who, rather than deny Christ, 
gives up his or her life (Heb. 10:26-31). Tertullian (c. A.D. 160-225) the 
African church father said: "The blood of martyrs is the seed of the Church." 
History is replete with examples of faithful Christians who gave up their 
lives in witness for the gospel. While there have been numerous notable 
martyrs, both Catholic and Protestant, it seems fitting to mention briefly one 
such modern example, Fr. Maximilian Kolbe. 


MAXIMILIAN KOLBE 


Raymond Kolbe was born in Zdunska Wola, Poland, in 1894. He was the 
second of five sons whose parents labored as piecework weavers, a trade 
which barely provided a livelihood. 


Kolbe entered the Franciscan seminary in Lwow in 1910, and was given the 
name Maximilian. He was a brilliant student and earned a Ph.D. in 
philosophy at the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome. He would 
subsequently receive another doctorate, the Th.D. in theology. 


As impressive as Kolbe's intellectual accomplishments were it was his deep 
spirituality that most commended him to his contemporaries. When he was 
in his early twenties he wrote to his mother: "Pray that I will love without 


any limits." The one who was known by his friends as "another St. Francis" 
would be given an opportunity to display such love. 


After leaving Rome, Fr. Maximilian taught in Cracow, Poland, and in 1930 
traveled to Nagasaki, Japan and established a mission. He returned to 
Teresin, Poland, in 1936 and became director of a work, "Niepokalanow," 
which he had started before his trip to Japan. 


arrested by the Nazis and was imprisoned with a number of his fellow 
Franciscans. Released from custody on December 10, Fr. Maximilian 
returned to Niepokalanow and reorganized the friary. Kolbe tured "the 
Franciscan friary he founded into a hospice for displaced Polish Jews, 


did not include the words ‘enemy’ or ‘unlovable' in its vocabulary."41 


On February 17, 1941, Kolbe was arrested by the Gestapo and imprisoned in 
Warsaw. On May 28 he was transferred to Auschwitz as prisoner no. 16,670. 
In August, as punishment for the escape of one prisoner, the S.S. chose ten 
prisoners to be sent to a special bunker where they were to be starved to 
death. 


One of the chosen, Francis Gajowniczek, overcome with the realization of 
ignored him. Then "there is movement in the still ranks. A prisoner several 
rows back has broken out and is pushing his way toward the front."42 The 
S.S. tense and raise their weapons. The man is Maximilian Kolbe. He posi 
tions himself before the officer in charge: "Herr Kommandant, I wish to 


fit should live."44 The request was granted. Fr. Maximilian was stripped 
naked and put in the starvation bunker. 


Kolbe ministered to his fellow prisoners, praying, hearing confessions, and 
singing hymns. Two weeks went by. One by one, the weakened men died; 
only four were left, including Fr. Maximilian. The S.S. decided that things 


were taking too long. A prisoner from the hospital was sent to the bunker 
and he gave the remaining prisoners lethal injections of carbolic acid. On 
August 14, 1941, Fr. Maximilian Kolbe, "the man for others," gave his life 
for another. His body was cremated the following day. 


In 1971 the Beatification Process for Fr. Maximilian was begun by Pope 
Paul VI in St. Peter's Basilica, Rome, and in 1982 he was canonized a saint 
by Pope John Paul II. Maximilian Kolbe was but one of many Christians 
who suffered and gave their lives in witness for Christ. In emulating his 
Savior, Fr. Maximilian's sacrifice serves as an example for all believing 
Christians. 


HYMNOLOGY 


The singing of hymns has had a place of importance in Christian worship 
from the beginning. Here too Protestants are indebted to Roman Catholics. 
We sing a common heritage in many of the great old hymns. 


Our common hymnic heritage is rooted in the Scriptures, which repeatedly 
encourage the singing of hymns and spiritual songs. In Psalm 40 David 
offers up a hymn of thanksgiving amidst the worshipers in the temple: "he 
put a new song into my mouth, a hymn to our God" (v. 4). This tradition is 
carried over into the New Testament. After the Lord instituted his Supper, he 
and the disciples sang a hymn and departed (Matt. 26:30; Mark 14:26). In 
the Book of Acts we find the apostle Paul and Silas imprisoned at Philippi, 
before their miraculous release, praying and singing hymns to God while the 
other prisoners listened (Acts 16:25). 


In Romans, Paul encourages believers to witness among the Gentiles by 
singing praises to God's name (Rom. 15:9). He tells the Ephesian church to 
"be filled with the Spirit, addressing one another [in] psalms and hymns and 
spiritual songs, singing and playing to the Lord in your hearts" (Eph. 5:18- 
19). And in Colossians, Paul directs the believers to "let the word of Christ 
dwell in you richly, as in all wisdom you teach and admonish one another, 
singing psalms, hymns, and spiritual songs with gratitude in your hearts to 
God" (Col. 3:16). 


MEDIEVAL CATHOLIC HYMNS 


Crete, wrote several Canons for Lent and Pentecost as well as the hymn 
"Christian, Dost Thou See Them."47 Bernard of Clairvaux (c. A.D. 1091- 
1153),_a famous preacher of the Middle Ages who founded a number of 
monasteries of the Cistercian order, wrote several well-known hymns: "0 


day, nearly_a millennium later. Clement of Alexandria (c. A.D. 170-220), 
sometimes called the father of Greek theology, wrote the hymn "Sunset to 
Sunrise Changes John of Damascus (c. A.D. 696-754), considered one of the 
last of the Greek church fathers, organized liturgical chants and authored a 
the Morning," and "So Gloriously Bright."50 John Henry Newman (A.D. 
1801-90), a convert from the Church of England to Roman Catholicism, is 
noted for his theological writings, but he also authored the well-known 
hymn "Lead Kindly Light." 


REFORMATION HYMNS 


The Reformation carried forward the tradition of hymnology in the church. 
Concerning Protestantism and the singing of hymns, Fr. Louis Bouyer 
comments: "The mode of devotional expression generally preferred, 
particularly in the Lutheran countries (Germany and Scandinavia) and the 


Wee 


About Luther's most famous 


sustained by faith."52 


Bouyer is also appreciative of English Protestant hymns. Concerning the 
compositions of Charles Wesley _he states: "In this form of Protestantism the 
the most orthodox light; it is a power transforming our whole life and being, 
not a substitute for this change."53 Also, "Nowhere could be found more 
definitely stated the doctrine of salvation by_grace alone in Christ."54 
Generous praise indeed from a Roman Catholic scholar regarding the 
spiritual worth of Protestant hymnody. 


We have only touched lightly on the vast body of literature and sacred music 
that Roman Catholics and evangelicals share. One need only mention, for 
example, the Catholic composer Hayden's great oratorio, The Creation, to 
say nothing of the arts, where the name of Catholic artist Michaelangelo 
looms over the history of Christian art. Perhaps reading this chapter will 
bring awareness for the first time to some evangelicals that many literary 
works and hymns that they treasure have Roman Catholic origins. 


OTHER ARTISTIC EXPRESSIONS 


mention one example. Francis Thompson (1859-1907) was a Roman 


Catholic poet born in Lancashire, England. As a college student, he 


is considered one of the greatest Christian poems ever penned. In it Christ is 
the magnificent hound pursuing his prey-the elect-through the corridors of 


We also have said nothing about Eastern Orthodoxy and its considerable 
body of spirituality. For example, it is in the Russian classic The Way of a 
Pilgrim that we encounter the "Lord, Jesus Christ have mercy on me," which 
is repeated many times and is an integral part of devotion in some Orthodox 
communities. 


COMMON INVESTIGATIVE EFFORTS 


smelled of orthodoxy."" However, _a reintroduction to the literature of the 
Greek and Latin fathers has brought him to a place where he now has as his 


of the Fathers apart from the views and positions of a later time."59 Thus, an 
investigation into our common spiritual heritage might bring insights to bear 
on the faith that we all-Roman Catholics, Orthodox, and evangelicals-share. 


A FINAL WORD 


Appreciating spiritual heritages across denominational lines is evident in the 
respect that traditional Roman Catholics exhibit for the contributions of C. 
S. Lewis (1898-1963). Lewis, born in Belfast, Ireland, was a brilliant 
academician and, after his conversion from agnosticism, he became a 
staunch defender of orthodox Christianity. He published more than forty 
books, many of which deal with apologetics, the defense of the faith. One of 
his lesser known works is a delightful little book that tells of an ongoing 
correspondence between Lewis and Don Giovanni Calabria of Verona, a 
Roman Catholic priest.60 C. S. Lewis lived and died a practicing Anglican 
and is revered by orthodox Christians from all 


Another example of respect across denominational lines is the grudging 
admiration that thoroughgoing Calvinist James Sauer holds for that 
remarkable man of letters, Roman Catholic G. K. Chesterton (1874-1936). 


effective apologist-much in the same strain as his successor C. S. Ina 
journal article Sauer thanks God that "Not only did he choose me to be 
among his chosen people, but he also destined me to be among that other 
and good heart of Gilbert Keith Chesterton."6;_ Sauer acknowledges that he 
has difficulty with some of Chesterton's Roman Catholic notions, "But 
where he measures up to the Word of Life, we will embrace him, we will 


common ingredients shared by believers who honor Scripture and recite the 
creeds in faith. By_all means, let us defend our theological distinctions-while 
laboring together, when possible, "for the faith that was once for all 
entrusted to the saints."65 
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EVANGELISM 


with believers of the Roman Catholic persuasion, from both the clergy and 
the lay side of the house, of traditional as well as a charismatic bent. Indeed, 
we have participated in efforts to teach the Word of God to Catholic 
believers. As a result of this, as well as the changing landscape, the question 
of areas of possible cooperation between Catholics and evangelicals has 
emerged. Controversial as it is for many Catholics as well as evangelicals, it 


cooperation. As Harold O. J. Brown has written, "to the extent that a 
Catholic and a Protestant are orthodox, there is more by far that unites them 
than divides them, particularly over against the monolithic secular culture of 


It is important to note that we must repeat that we are not talking about 
ecclesiastical union. There are, as we have seen in Part Two, apparently 
insurmountable obstacles for orthodox Catholics and conservative 
evangelicals. What we make reference to here is exploring areas of personal 
and social cooperation, as well as evangelistic efforts, noting some of our 
common spiritual heritage. We speak here of evangelistic efforts where the 
gospel is clearly proclaimed (1 Cor. 15:1-6), such as the Billy Graham 
Crusades, and in which Catholics participate. 


MORE THAN SACRIFICE AND OFFERINGS 


Merely participating in baptism, confirmation, the eucharistic event, and the 
rest of the sacramental system, without personally encountering Jesus Christ, 
will not save anyone. It goes without saying that this is true for all Christian 
systems: Baptist, Eastern Orthodox, Lutheran, Methodist, Pentecostal, 
Presbyterian, or Roman Catholic. It is sadly true that a person can be reared 
in a Christian environment and never be truly converted; knowing about 
Christ, but never believing in him. 


It may_come as a Surprise to some Protestants to learn that some firmly 
entrenched Roman Catholics have come to the same conclusion: Christian 
salvation involves more than cultural accretion. Leon Joseph Cardinal 

Jesus but the truth of Jesus which was at the basis of conversion." Further, 
"Experiencing Christ comes of necessity before the definition of that 

of antiintellectualism teaches that the object of faith is not found in doctrinal 
propositions concerning God, but in God himself known and loved in a 
personal relationship." Suenens adds, "To be a true Christian means, further 


who 'practiced' his religion.... Faith was judged by_a perceptible norm: 
namely, the practice of one's religion."2 


"We held the Vatican HI} Council in the belief it was self-evident that 
Christians were essentially destined to be missionaries. But that presupposes 


In the same volume, Cardinal Suenens quotes from a French bishop, saying, 


must help Christians to become continually more aware of their faith and 
live it on a more personal level. Many must be helped to exchange a 


sociological Christianity for a full and active life of faith." Hence, 
"Christianity which we have inherited, which has its foundation mainly in 


on a personal decision and embraced with full consciousness. As Tertullian 


said Christians become so, they_are not born. 


Noted evangelical and Anglican Bible teacher John R. W. Stott, in a work 


way_of cure has been given us ... and that is teaching of the Word."5 Stott 
also mentions Dominic (A.D. 1170-1221), who was the founder of the Order 
of Friars Preachers, and Humbert de Romans (d. A.D. 1277), a Minister 
General in the Dominican order, who said: "Christ only once heard Mass ... 


hearing the mass than in not hearing the sermon."7 


It seems that Suenens, Chrysostom, Dominic, and Bernardino could share 
the pulpit with Billy Graham and John MacArthur, and the difference in the 
essential message content-at least soteriologically-would be inconsequential. 
Having attempted to show agreement between medieval and evangelical 
thinking as to the need for and the purpose of preaching, let us examine 
some contemporary situations. 


CONTEMPORARY "EVANGELICAL" CATHOLICS 


In a volume edited by David F. Wells and John D. Woodbridge we find the 


A. Fournier, an attomrney_who serves as General Counsel and Dean of 
Evangelism at Franciscan University of Steubenville in Ohio, calls himself 
an "evangelical Catholic" because he believes that the Christian's main task 
is to proclaim the good news. "I_am an evangelical Catholic Christian- 


without contradiction in terms, logic, theology, or history.""9 Fournier 


have the incredible opportunity to tell people that what they_are reaching for 
is summed up in Jesus Christ."10 In a later work, Fournier states, "There are 
times when those who profess to be Protestant, Catholic, or Orthodox are 
Savior and Lord."11 It is this kind of Roman Catholic with whom many 
evangelicals wish to align themselves to face the unbelief of this culture. 


COOPERATIVE EVANGELISTIC CRUSADES 


When the topic of evangelism is raised, the image of Billy Graham 
inevitably comes to mind. Born near Charlotte, North Carolina, in 1918, 
Graham has preached the gospel to more people than any evangelist in 
history. Reaching nearly one hundred million people in his crusades, in 
addition to vast numbers by radio and television, two million individuals 
have declared their faith in Jesus Christ under his ministry. 


Although Graham's efforts to keep his evangelistic meetings free of any 
racial segregation are well known, his acceptance of prayer and active 
support from Roman Catholics in his crusades is not common knowledge. 
He has had many Roman Catholic clerics on the platform with him, 
including such important national figures as Cardinal John J. O'Connor of 
New York and Cardinal Bernard Law of Boston. 


NEGATIVE REACTION 


On the Protestant side, reaction to cooperative efforts from many 
fundamentalists is well known. Bob Jones University and those who identify 
with their stand have opposed cooperative evangelism as compromise. 
While many are willing to admit that Graham has not compromised the 
basic gospel message, they believe his methods compromise the truth. They 
object particularly to Graham's "fellowship" with "unbelievers" in having 


them on the platform and even turning over "converts" to these "liberal," 
that is, non-fundamental, churches. 


The problem with fundamentalism began with Billy Graham's New York 
crusade in 1957. In addition to support from local fundamentalists, Graham 
accepted aid and endorsement from the city's Council of Churches. This 
resulted in converts being directed to liberal churches and denominations. 
Fundamentalists such as Carl McIntire, John R. Rice, and Bob Jones, Sr., 
took exception to Graham's perceived capitulation with liberalism and 
attempted to discredit the New York campaign before it even started. Indeed, 
at the conclusion of the crusade, Carl McIntire stated that the effort was, ""a 
distinct defeat for the fundamentalists’ and a victory for modernism and 


The fundamentalist camp was later to split into two factions: militant 
fundamentalists and moderate fundamentalists. The militants "not only 
strictly insist on separation from denominations that tolerate theological 
liberalism, but also refuse fellowship even with fundamentalist individuals 
in such de- nominations."13 This approach became known as "second- 
degree separation." The distinction would later cause a rupture between Bob 


Rice's friendly relationship with fundamentalist leaders in the Southern 
Baptist Convention. 14 


Most evangelicals, however, rejoice in the fact that Graham has never 
compromised his basic message. They stress the good biblical follow-up 
material used with converts, being willing to trust them to the continuing 
ministry of the Holy Spirit. 


Interestingly, not all traditional Catholics are as charitably inclined toward 
Graham's non-sectarian efforts to present the good news as the 
aforementioned prelates. Consider the following article of concern, which 
appeared in the weekly Catholic newspaper, The Wanderer. 


"The cardinal archbishop of Philadelphia has told his people that Dr. Billy 
Graham has traveled the world preaching the Gospel of Salvation." 


On the other hand, he does seem to preach some things that are not 
recognizable as part of Christ's Good News: the supremacy of the Scriptures 


have Catholic priests present to counsel Catholics who might make 
themselves known at his "Crusade" last June. But that hardly justifies 
speaking of and endorsing Dr. Graham as a preacher of the Gospel of 
salvation, when he is merely one in a line of many Protestant revivalists... It 
is alien to Christian tradition that the role of preaching the Gospel be done 
by_laymen.15 


We wonder if the author can be totally unaware of the valuable contributions 
that lay people such as the tentmakers Priscilla and Aquila, who assisted 
Paul in the formation of the church at Corinth, made in early Christianity. 


POSITIVE CATHOLIC COOPERATION 


Christianity Today made a much more positive statement concerning Billy 
Graham's Crusade held in Budapest, Hungary, in July 1989, reported to be 
the largest public evangelistic service ever held in Eastern Europe-some 
90,000 people came to listen, and more than 25,000 of them responded to 
Graham's invitation to "come to Christ." In addition to the support of the 
local Protestant churches, the effort 


also attracted Catholic involvement. Catholic Bishop Endre Kovacs of Mis- 
kole was among 2,000 who took training classes held in both Catholic and 
Protestant churches for prospective counselors and follow-up workers. And 
endorsement of Graham's mission and message from the stadium platform. 
"We need economic renewal in Hungary," Paskai told the crowd, "but first of 
all we need spiritual and moral renewal from Jesus." He led in an 
unscheduled prayer, asking for a special divine anointing of Graham and that 


Thus, we have a Roman Catholic cardinal cooperating with a Southern 
Baptist preacher in an evangelistic crusade-an interesting spectacle to say 
the least. 


COMMENTS FROM ONE WHO HAS BEEN ON BOTH SIDES 


loves and reveres as the religion of his youth) to liturgical [Roman Catholic] 
Christianity." 17 Howard writes: 


The name of Billy Graham is virtually synonymous in the minds of most 
people with the word evangelization. Here is a man-a Protestant, to be 
surewho circles the globe, decade after decade. Literally millions upon 
millions of men and women, in every continent now, have heard the 
Christian message as Graham casts it, namely, Jesus Christ is the Son of 
God, His death on the Cross was the sacrifice for the sins of the world, and 
His rising from the dead the victory over sin and death. Come to Him- 
believe in Him-commit yourself in total obedience to Him-accept Him as 
your Savior-and you will have eternal life. You will be a Christian. 


Howard continues, 


As you know, Billy Graham appears at the hither end of a lineage which 
reaches back through Billy Sunday to D. L. Moody, Charles G. Finney, and 
thence to John Wesley and beyond. A question arises here: is this kind of 
evangelism a strictly Reformation phenomenon? Is it a vitiated Gospel? 
What, exactly, was the message which, say, Martin of Tours preached among 
the Gauls? Or Augustine to Ethelbert and his Kentish subjects in 597 A.D.? 
What did Cyril and Methodius preach on the banks of the Danube? Or St. 
Philip among the Ethiopians, or Thomas on the banks of the Ganges? 


About evangelicals, Howard adds: 


First, they love the Gospel in all of its thrilling clarity; and second, their 
conversions are genuine. . . . We cannot lump the evangelicals together with 
groups like the Jehovah's Witnesses, the Mormons, or the Reverend Sun 
Myung Moon's outfit, since the evangelicals are as briskly Nicene, 
Chalcedonian, and Constantinopolitan as the Catholics. Their critique of the 


cults would be identical with the Catholic critique: you people have added 
new and unwarranted notions to the apostolic faith. 


When asked about Roman Catholics and evangelism, Howard replies: 


There is no Catholic figure analogous to any of the mass evangelists that 
have sprung from the Reformation. In our own time, Bishop Sheen was 
probably the closest analogue. In the early centuries of the Church, of 
course, something like mass evangelism certainly took place with the 
preaching of figures like Martin of Tours or Augustine of Kent, when whole 
kingdoms converted. Do we, when we speak of evangelization, visualize 
some electrifying Catholic figure analogous to Billy Graham? 


Howard concludes that the message Billy Graham proclaims is the one that 
Christians from all jurisdictions should deliver. 


But surely the message to us, what with one thing and another in our own 
decade-the widespread slumping away of loyalty to the Magisterium on the 
part of the Catholic laity, and the plummet in vocations, and the sheer 
decibel-level and speed and razzle-dazzle of the messages drowning out the 


disfranchised and the complacent and the perplexed-tell them that God so 
loved the world that He gave His only-begotten Son that whosoever 
believeth in Him should not perish but have everlasting life.18 


In contrast to Howard, we believe that "evangelical" is indeed enough, and 
that Howard's book can be critiqued at a number of points. However, he is 
irenic and attempts to avoid a triumphalistic attitude. He certainly follows C. 
S. Lewis who instructed about the Christian church as a whole: "When you 
have reached your own room, be kind to those who have chosen different 
doors and to those who are still in the hall."19 At any rate, Tom Howard and 
Billy Graham appear to be "on the same page" concerning evangelism. 


Billy Graham spoke to more than 150,000 people during three meetings in 


less cordial with the Russian Orthodox leaders than it had been with Roman 
Catholics. Despite the Orthodox hierarchy's reluctance, Graham received 


Shortly_after the announcement of the Billy Graham 1993 Columbus, Ohio 
crusade, Roman Catholic Bishop James A. Griffin made the following 
editorial comment: "Dr. Graham's sermons, which emphasize the basic 


be effective means of reaching secularized people who have never known 
Christ, and reaching those who have drifted away from active religious 


Sterling Huston, Graham's director of crusades in North America, states that 


15 years." Further, "Some Catholic leaders now serve as official 
representatives on crusade planning committees. And Catholics are welcome 
as ushers, choir members, and even counselors."22 It should be noted that 
all counselors, regardless of their ecclesiological affiliation, are required to 
take Graham's "Christian Life and Witness" classes before participating in a 
crusade.23 


The recent Catholic catechism directs Christians as follows: 'Those who 
with God's help have welcomed Christ's call and freely responded to it are 


A BRIEF HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 


of the Spirit and the 


The twentieth century_has witnessed a great outpouring of the power and 


formation of the Pentecostal churches, but also the charismatic renewal 
movements in the mainline Protestant and Roman Catholic Church are a part 
of this outpouring, as well as many evangelistic non-charismatic groups. We 
should mention the Cursillo Movement which originated in 1949 in 


of the current charismatic renewal movement, Cursillo seeks, mainly 
through retreats, to motivate Christians to live an integrated Christian life. In 
gathered a group of seventeen young men on a weekend retreat in Texas for 
what was to be the first Cursillo in America. The movement has since been 


come out of the Cursillo movement.27 


It is unlikely that any form of charismatic activity would have been accepted 
by the Roman Catholic Church were it not for Vatican II. First, a decision 
was made that the Roman Catholic Church should participate actively in 
cooperation with Protestants. Second, the Catholic church recognized the 
importance of charismatic gifts to the life of the church (some council 
members resisted this premise but Cardinal Suenens and his influence 
carried the day). Third, Vatican IT stated that holy living and spiritual 
activism are to be pursued by the laity as well as the clergy. 


Itis generally agreed that the formation of the prayer group at Duquesne 
beginning of the renewal movement in the Roman Catholic The movement 
soon spread to Notre Dame and Michigan State. In September 1967, Ralph 
Martin and Stephen Clark (both graduates of Notre Dame) were invited to 
the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor to work in campus ministry. Their 
efforts had a major impact on the Catholic Charismatic Renewal (CCR) 


movement; South Bend and Ann Arbor have become the main centers of 
influence among Roman Catholic charismatics. 


The growth rate of this movement can be illustrated by the following 
statistics: In 1969, 450 people attended the annual CCR Conference at Notre 


and now is thriving in more than 100 countries. Rome has not been immune 
to the effect of this phenomenon. At Cardinal Suenens' request, a special 


audience was granted by Pope Paul VI, who warmly greeted a group of 
charismatic leaders. A second international congress took place in Rome in 


firmly rooted in the Catholic church and will be around for a 
LAY CATHOLIC EVANGELIST JOHN CLAUDER 


One local parish that has been influenced by the Catholic Charismatic 
Renewal Movement is St. Francis Church in Vista, California. The church's 
pastor, Fr. Douglas Regin, takes the gospel mandate seriously and employs a 
number of different means to that end. An important member of the St. 
Francis staff is lay evangelist John Clauder, preacher and drummer 
extraordinaire. Clauder was bitten by the rock 'n' roll bug at age fourteen and 
became a drummer, playing with such groups as The Mamas and the Papas, 
Sonny and Cher, and the Righteous Brothers. Although he had everything 
the world would consider important he felt empty inside. 


When Clauder went on a Charismatic Renewal retreat he found God. 
Clauder remembers, "All of a sudden my vision was taken away and all I 
could see was Jesus. The Lord touched me in a very special He began to turn 


most of them members of six born-again, evangelical Protestant churches, 
rallied to the cause of Christian Unity October 22 at St. Francis Church, 
Vista."31 


Clauder has also developed a ministry to inmates at the Vista Detention 
Facility (see chap. 17). He recently spent three weeks in Vladivostok, 
Siberia, where he helped teach evangelism methods, played his drums, and 
witnessed for Christ in open-air meetings. We think St. Francis of Assisi 
would be pleased with the efforts of brother John Clauder. 


THE LIGHT AND LIFE MOVEMENT IN POLAND 


One of the results of the Catholic Renewal Movement was the formation of 
the non-charismatic Light and Life fellowships in Poland. When Fr. 
Franciszek Blachnicki was ordained in 1950 and sent to the town of Tychy 


"Crowds filled the Church at each of the many Masses on Sunday. However, 
Father Franciszek saw that most people were coming to Church more out of 


not a source of happiness and strength. Nor had it any real relevance to their 
lives."32 Because of his spiritual concern Fr. Franciszek began retreats first 
for altar boys and then young people in general. These retreats took place 
during the height of the Stalinist oppression; the Communists had issued a 
decree that the State could appoint and remove priests and bishops. The 


retreats became known as "an Oasis for the Children of God." 


Fr. Franciszek felt that Catholic teaching over the centuries had been limited 
to an educational process, so he worked to introduce each young person to a 
personal relationship with Jesus. During the course of each retreat a practical 
model of Christian life was presented. By 1969, an increasing number of 
Oasis participants were asking for continuing spiritual instruction and the 
movement was growing rapidly. Following are some personal testimonies by 
people of all ages and walks of life: "Oasis has led to a change in my life 
and my behavior. I want to join a group in which we can study the Bible 
together... I want Jesus to become my way," and "At Oasis, I discovered 
who Jesus really is and what a central role He can play in my life."33 In 
March 1976, the movement became known as Light and Life. Retreats were 


the community."34 Fr. Franciszek made evangelism an important factor in 
the Light and Life movement. 


EVANGELICAL SUPPORT OF CATHOLIC RENEWAL IN POLAND 


investigate. The Light and Life Movement identified itself with the growing 
Catholic Renewal and contacts were later made with Polish Pentecostals, 
although Light and Life from its outset was non-charismatic. "To Western 
Protestants, Father Blachnicki's model of faith, conceived as individual 
encounter with Christ and total trust in Him, as well as the emphasis put on 
Bible studies by the Light and Life movement, were a revelation."35 Fr. 
Blachnicki began to "establish contacts with Protestant evangelistic groups 
including “Campus Crusade for Christ'-an American-based inter- 


evangelistic activities in over 80 countries throughout the world with real 
success."'36 


It was at this time (1977) that one of the authors was privileged to go to 
Poland and minister. I (Norm Geisler) was asked to teach a Bible survey 
course to about 100 university students. We came across the border from 
Austria (through Czechoslovakia) incognito, traveling as campers (we 
actually did meet in a camp in southern Poland). I found spiritually eager 
young people-scarcely any of whom owned a complete Bible-eating up the 
Word of God day after day. Upon my return I wrote: 


Thousands of people flock to camps to hear the gospel. Young and old, 
factory workers, doctors, college professors, all cultivate a deep 
commitment to Jesus Christ. Churches are full and overflowing morning and 
evening. Farmers sing gospel songs at the top of their lungs. Bands of young 
people chant, "We are one in the Spirit, we are one in the Lord." 


Where is all this going on? In a revival center of the United States? No. In 
Poland, long an overwhelmingly Roman Catholic land but dominated by 
Marxism for a full generation. 


I saw them. I ate with them, sang with them and knelt with them in their 
churches and chapels. They call themselves Oazi (Oasis). They are an 
indigenous spiritual renewal group who hold retreats, publish (underground | 
literature and teach people to be born again by personally trusting Christ as 


Savior.37 


My experience in Poland was exhilarating to say the least. Day after day, 
hour after hour, we presented a Christ-centered approach to Scripture, 
following the example of our Lord (Luke 24:27, 44; John 5:39). I shall never 
forget the parting words of the students: "Before you came the Bible was 
like a room with furniture but with no lights. You have turned on the lights 
for us!" 


Although there were obvious ecclesiastical and doctrinal differences, I felt a 
continual, deep bond of spiritual unity with these brothers and sisters in 
Christ. We loved the same Christ, who died and rose again for our sins. They 
were utilizing Campus Crusade's "Four Spiritual Laws" for evangelism, 
although they believed also in the authority of the Catholic church. Even 
though they were at that time forbidden by law to witness in the streets, they 
sang gospel hymns-many of the same ones we sing in Protestant churchesas 
they walked through the streets. Catholic churches in that area were packed 
out-even on Sunday evening-as peasant parishioners shouted jubilant praise. 
What I experienced was a dynamic, joyous, Christian, and evangelistic 
community of believers who were more eager than most American 
evangelicals I know to learn and live the Word of God. 


SOME NEGATIVE CATHOLIC REACTION 


News of this spiritual activity in the Catholic church reached some 
conservative elements in the clergy. Fr. Franciszek was accused of trying to 
Protestantize the movement.38 In response to the concern that arose in the 
Polish hierarchy over these cooperative endeavors Fr. Franciszek quoted 
Pope Paul VI: 


We make our own the desire of the Fathers of the Third General Assembly 
of the Synod of Bishops for a collaboration marked by a greater 
commitment with the Christian brethren with whom we are not yet in perfect 
unity, taking as a basis the foundation of Baptism and the patrimony of faith 


which is common to us. By doing this, we can already give a common 
witness to Christ before the world in the very work of evangelization. 
Christ's command urges us to do this, the duty of preaching and of giving 
witness to the Gospel requires this.39 


Fr. Franciszek continues: 


it was in this close cooperation between the Light-Life movement and the 
Campus Crusade for Christ that the appeal of the "Vatican Council's Fathers" 
truly Christian gifts of our common heritage which are to be found among 
our separated brethren. It is right and salutary to recognize the riches of 
Christ and the virtuous works in the lives of others who are bearing witness 


separated brethren can contribute to our own edification. Whatever is truly 
Christian never conflicts with the genuine interests of the faith, indeed it can 


the Church,."40 


Fr. Franciszek Blachnicki was forced to leave Poland by the Communist 
German town of Carlsberg, Ina message that was sent to be read at his 
funeral, Pope John Paul II said: "We have lost a devoted apostle of 


people.... He used the talents abundantly bestowed upon him ... to build 
God's Kingdom."41 


ALLIES FOR FAITH AND RENEWAL 


One of the most impressive results stemming from the Catholic Renewal 
Movement is the formation of Allies for Faith and Renewal.42 In 1980, 
under the direction of two Catholics, John C. Blattner and Kevin F. Perrotta, 
a notable group of Protestant, Orthodox, and Roman Catholic scholars came 
together to witness for the faith amidst the hostile cultural environment. 


AN IMPRESSIVE LIST OF JOINT PARTICIPANTS 


Advisors to and participants in Allies for Faith and Renewal include 
evangelical leaders such as Donald Bloesch, professor of theology, Dubuque 
Theo logical Seminary; Harold O. J. Brown, professor of theology, Trinity 
Evangelical Divinity School; Charles Colson, founder of Prison Fellowship; 
Richard Land, director of Christian Life Commission of Southern Baptist 
Convention; J. I. Packer, professor of theology, Regent College; Charles V. 
Simpson, pastor of Gulf Coast Covenant Church, Mobile, Alabama; John H. 
White, Chaplain, Geneva College; and John Wimber, founder of Vineyard 
Ministries. 


Roman Catholics involved include William B. Ball, religious rights attorney; 
Francis Canavan, S.J., professor of political science, Fordham University; 
Stephen B. Clark, president, Sword of the Spirit; James Hitchcock, professor 
of history, University of St. Louis; Cardinal Bernard Law, Boston; Ralph 
Martin, leader, Sword of the Spirit; Michael Scanlan, T.O.R., president of 
Franciscan University of Steubenville; Alan Schreck, professor of theology, 
Franciscan University of Steubenville; Ann Shields, F.I.R.E. Evangelistic 
Ministries; Janet Smith, professor of classics, Notre Dame; and Paul Vitz, 
professor of psychology, New York University. 


Eastern Orthodox participants include: Deborah Malacky Belonicki, 
Orthodox Church in America; Stanley Harakas, professor of ethics, Holy 
Cross Greek Orthodox School of Theology; Theodore Stylianopoulos, 
professor, Holy Cross Greek Orthodox School of Theology. 


A UNITED STATEMENT 


The following quotes are from the Allies for Faith and Renewal Statement 
of Purpose. They speak for themselves: 


We are Christians who want to work together for the cause of Christ. We 
want to see the message and teaching of Christ presented clearly in the 
churches and to the world, and to see individual Christians and the Christian 
churches renewed in a living relationship with God. 


We believe that the Christian people must unite in loyalty to the authority of 
God's word. Today faith in God's revelation and obedience to it is being 
attacked, both directly and indirectly, outside and inside the churches. This 
is an assault that all Christians must resist. 


As a group of Protestants, Catholics, and Orthodox, we recognize one 
another as brothers and sisters in Christ, separated by important differences 
of belief and church order but united in our desire to obey the one Lord. 
Many of the challenges we face in our own churches are common challenges 
that confront all Christians today. Therefore we want to work together for a 
better understanding of these challenges, fostering communication and 
supporting one another in our respective roles of service to the Christian 
people. 


Desiring to see a renewal of God's life in his people, we know that renewal 
must begin in our individual lives with repentance from sin, wholehearted 
commitment to Christ, and reliance on the Holy Spirit. Moreover, we pray 
for God to intervene in his people's lives, pardoning us, strengthening us, 
and extending his kingdom through us. 


It is our intention to put our commitment to Christ and his cause in the world 
strengthen one another as Christians, to defend Christian teaching, and to 
bring the world to Christ.’; 


THE CONTRIBUTION OF OTHER CONFERENCES 


The allies have held a number of conferences since 1980. The fifth in the 
series was "Courage in Leadership," which took place near Ann Arbor, 
Michigan, in 1987. The major speakers were Bernard Law, Boston's Roman 
Catholic cardinal and evangelical (Anglican) author and speaker James I. 
Packer of Regent College, Vancouver. Notice their comments on the 
appropriateness of Catholics and Protestants coming together and making 
common cause. Cardinal Law told the meeting: 


We gather as Catholics, Protestants, and Orthodox who are concerned to 
stand for historic Christian positions in dogmatic and moral theology, to 
work for spiritual renewal and evangelism, and to cooperate in confronting 


fundamental human issues. I am happy to be here, because I am convinced 
that there is indeed being forged a new alliance between-of all 
peopleCatholics and Protestant evangelicals. 


Packer rated the Allies conferences as 


one of the most important things that is happening in the English-speaking 
world at the present time. I rejoice to be making common cause with those 
who want to build a solid wall of defense for Christian supernaturalism-the 
supernaturalism of the scriptures and the creed-and I rejoice doubly when 
those who want to do that are also folk who are seeking together the renewal 
of the life of Christ in his church. 


Cardinal Law, in his address titled "The Problem of Faith," spoke 
concerning the enigmatic subject of fundamentalism. 


To gather as those standing for historic Christian positions in dogmatic and 
moral theology takes a bit of courage these days. It is a position disdainfully 
dismissed by some today as "fundamentalism"-read "bad." It is interesting to 
observe how "fundamentalism" has recently become an ever larger net to 
gather together an ever wider spectrum of world views not in conformity 
with the wisdom of this age. I would suspect that there are not a few who 
would characterize those of us gathered here as "fundamentalists"-and in so 
doing no compliment would be intended. 


Since "fundamentalism" is now being defined as anti-intellectualism, we 
would be dismissed as nostalgic romantics at best, as obsessive and 
dangerous ideologues and zealots at worst. What we have to say need not be 
examined, then, because it denies the rigid orthodoxy of this day, that 
orthodoxy that proclaims there is no binding truth. We here think there is, 
and therefore we are not listened to or taken seriously. The notion that faith 
rests on truth revealed, and on truth binding on all human beings of all 
which has relativized all truth. For us, God is the source of all truth-he is 
truth. For the contemporary_Western mind the individual human person in 
isolation is the source of his or her truth.... Those who take truth seriously 
are thus seen as rigid "fundamentalists"; those who take truth as relative are 
seen as flexible, as reasonable.44 


Obviously, Cardinal Law recognizes that all forms of "fundamentalism" are 
not totally antithetical to traditional Roman Catholicism, a point the authors 
have often stressed to their Catholic brethren. 


In 1994, a conference titled John Paul 11 and the New Evangelization was 
called to address "some successful models of evangelization and provide 
practical help for clergy_and lay leaders who want to see evangelization 
happen in their parish or lay organization.""45 The conference also met to 
"consider what Catholics can learn from Evangelicals and Pentecostals 
about preaching the good news."46 Roman Catholics participating in the 
meeting included Bishop Gabriel Ganaka, Avery Dulles, S.J., and the 
aforementioned charismatic lay leader Ralph Martin. Evangelicals, in 
addition to Charles Colson, included John Wimber of the Vineyard 
Fellowship Ministries. This is another example of Christian believers 
coming from different persuasions and banding together to enlarge the body 
of Christ through the proclamation of the good news. 


THE IMPORTANT CONTRIBUTION OF RALPH MARTIN 


Before closing this chapter, we wish to examine the writings of a Catholic 
layman who has perhaps more than anyone else from his jurisdiction 
identified the nature of the problem facing historic Christianity. Ralph 
Martin has also addressed the commonality of purpose and the degree of 
cooperation between traditional Roman Catholicism and evangelical 
Protestantism. 


Concerning salvation in the Roman Catholic Church, Ralph Martin 
interviewed Maria Von Trapp of "Sound of Music" fame: 


R. Martin: How would you relate this "new Pentecost" that the Church is 
experiencing to the traditional Catholicism that you grew up in? 


M. Von Trapp: Well, I think the baptism in the Holy Spirit is what all 
Catholics ought to experience in confirmation but don't.... It's memorizing 
seven gifts, twelve fruits, fuss about a sponsor and a name, and trying to 
remember why the bishop is going to tap your cheek.... It's hardly ever a 
personally desired and experienced commitment to Jesus and release of the 
Spirit. 


R. Martin: Do you have any thoughts about why this is the case?' 


M. Von Trapp: Analyze how we Catholics grow up. We're baptized as 
babies. 


issue of whether He is my Savior and Lord."47 


Ralph Martin believes that Vatican I has resulted in renewal in the Roman 


America, infant baptism is being withheld if there is no assurance that the 
child will grow up in a community _of faith and genuine Christian life."4s 


Martin addresses the issue of the large number of ex-Catholics he encounters 
in Protestant charismatic and evangelical churches: "Through my 
involvement in the Catholic charismatic renewal, I have frequent contact 
with many Protestant charismatic churches and movements. I am struck by 
the significant numbers of ex-Catholics I have encountered in Assembly of 
God churches, the Full Gospel Business Men's Fellowship International, 
independent Christian centers, or Hispanic Protestant churches in the 
Southwest."49 


While Martin is concerned with people leaving the Catholic church he feels 
that the common response-to blame Protestant "fundamentalists" for using 
underhanded evangelization methods-is off the mark. These ex-Catholics are 
experiencing a more vital relationship with Christ than they had previously. 
Indeed: "Many talk as if they encountered the Lord himself for the first time. 
" Martin states that the proper response for Catholics is to examine their own 
consciences as to whether they are properly reflecting Christ in such a 
fashion as to make him attractive to others. "As hard as it may be to face, 
many Catholics who have left the Catholic Church to become part of a vital 
Protestant congregation may have gone to hell if they stayed, uncon verted 
number of people leaving the Catholic Church should "humble us and cause 
us to turn to the Lord in repentance and in seeking God, asking him to have 


children may encounter him in our 


What is the remedy for this situation? Martin posits that it is "the 


to?"51 Martin has written a major volume, A Crisis of Truth, in which he 
addresses the extent to which secular humanism and syncretism has 
infiltrated the Catholic church.-12 Concerning liberation theology, which 
plagues both Roman Catholicism and mainline Protestantism, Martin insists 
that "The claim that political change must precede evangelism is 


outstanding success preaching the good news to the Latin American poor, 
often in the very same barrios where secularized Catholic priests and nuns 
are insisting that you can not preach the gospel to the poor until the 
revolution comes." For, "as a result of conversion to Jesus, the power of the 
Holy Spirit and the sustaining power of the Christian Church, those poor are 
better able to work together for social change. Cardinal Leon Joseph 


Christ, all that is required for man's salvation is provided. All the 
requirements are met. God's Word tells us that through the incarnation, 
death, and resurrection of Jesus, salvation for the human race is 
accomplished."54 Every Roman Catholic (and indeed every evangelical) 
would do well to ponder a copy of this excellent book. 


ROMAN CATHOLIC AND EVANGELICAL DIALOGUE 


There have been several attempts to bring Roman Catholics and evangelicals 


Mission first met at Venice in 1977, again at Cambridge in 1982, and lastly 
at Landevennec in France in 1984. Participants were Roman Catholic and 
Evangelicals will recognize such names among the participants as Harvie M. 
Conn of Westminster Seminary, Anglican John R. W. Stott, David Hubbard 
of Fuller Theological Seminary, and David F. Wells of Gordon-Conwell 
Theological Seminary. Two documents made the dialogue possible: the 
"Lausanne Covenant" produced by the Evangelical International Congress 
on World Evangelization (1974) and Pope Paul VI's "Evangelization in the 
Modern World" (1975). Because of perceived commonalities found in these 
two statements, the two groups came together, not "as a step towards Church 


discovered between Evangelicals and Roman Catholics as they each try to 
be more faithful in their obedience to mission."55 


possibilities of common witness.56 Speaking about common witness in 
evangelism, the members confessed that "substantial agreement continues to 
elude us, and therefore common witness in evangelism would seem to be 
premature. Although we are aware of situations in some parts of the world in 
which Evangelicals and Roman Catholics have felt able to make a common 
proclamation."57 We have detailed in this chapter some of these situations. 


Another attempt to address the issue of evangelism was the General 
Hoddes- don, England in The purpose of the gathering was to examine the 
relationship between evangelicals and Roman Catholics with regard to faith 
and practice. Two Roman Catholic observers-Ralph Martin, a leader in the 
Catholic charismatic renewal movement, and Msgr. Basil Meeking, a 
Vatican official-were also invited. 


officials for their evangelical stance and found it impossible to feel 


comfortable in this situation.59 Therefore, the WEF General Assembly 
addressed a number of issues which evangelicals find problematic, including 
Mariology, authority, and papal infallibility. Although the volume is for the 
most part critical of Roman Catholic doctrine and practice, it suggests that 
cooperation and fellowship with Roman Catholics is by no means 
impossible. 


not mean that dialogue between evangelicals and Roman Catholics should 
continue to be discouraged."60 As to the presence of God in Roman 
Catholicism: "As evangelicals, we should not be closed to the power of 


Roman Catholic Church."61 Addressing theological trends in contemporary 
Roman Catholicism: "The basic thrust in the writings of Roman Catholic 
thinkers such as Rahner, Teilhard de Chardin, Kung, Schillebeeckx and 
Schoonen- berg do not differ substantially from those of their secular 
Protestant counterparts."62 While the above statement is true, it also must be 
pointed out that the liberal posture of the aforementioned Roman Catholic 
scholars does significantly differ with the thinking of Pope John Paul II and 
his premier theologian Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger.63 On a more positive 


Roman Catholic Church in Canada "of the 39 percent who attend church 
weekly or monthly, 21 percent reported experiencing a profound conversion 
experience or awaking and considered themselves to be evangelicals." And 
even more startling, "31 percent of the more faithful Catholics considered 
themselves to be fundamentalist 


The most recent example of this sort of endeavor is a document released at a 
New York news conference during Holy Week 1994. The statement, entitled 
"Evangelicals and Catholics Together: The Christian Mission in the Third 


faith alone was not listed as a significant difference between evangelicals 
and Catholics. This occasioned some evangelicals to charge that the joint 
statement had given away the Reformation (for a fuller discussion see 
number of positive statements. In the section "We Affirm Together," the 
Paper states: "Jesus Christ is Lord. That is the first and final affirmation that 
Christians make about all reality." And "All who accept Christ as Lord and 
Savior are brothers and sisters in Christ."66 Also, the Scriptures are declared 
to be "the infallible Word of God" and the Apostles Creed is declared to be 
"... an accurate statement of Scriptural truth."67 


WHAT THEN SHALL WE Do? 


The magnanimity of the apostle Paul is not always reflected in conservative 
Protestant circles when he said, "Of course, some preach Christ from envy 
and rivalry, others from good will.... What difference does it make, as long 
as in every way, whether in pretense or in truth, Christ is being proclaimed? 
And in that I rejoice" (Phil. 1:15, 18). One author of this book was asked by 
a parish priest to teach the gospel to the young people in a particular 
Catholic church and even to preach at a mass. Billy Graham has set the 
example for evangelical cooperation with Catholics in mass evangelism 
without compromising the basic gospel message. Despite ecclesiastical and 
doctrinal differences (see Part Two), there are some important things many 
Catholics and evangelicals hold in common not the least of which is the 
good news that Jesus died for our sins and rose again. Thus, there seems to 
be no good reason why there should not be increased ways of mutual 
encouragement in fulfilling our Lord's Great Commission (Matt. 28:18-20). 
Catholics and evangelicals do not have to agree on everything in order to 
agree on some thingseven something important. We do not need to agree on 
the authority of the church before we can cooperate in proclaiming the 
power of the uncompro- mised gospel (Rom. 1:16 ). 


EPILOGUE 


The purview of this book is immense; beginning with the Apostolic Era, 
through the patristic and medieval periods, touching the Reformation events 
and the current situation. It has been a daunting task and one that we readily 
admit has not been exhaustive. We ask the readers' indulgence for any 
historical slights or oversights. 


Our primary task has been an honest evaluation of the agreements and 
differences between evangelicals and orthodox Roman Catholics, being 
irenic about areas of agreement and yet realistic about areas of differences. 
Centuries of suspicion and mistrust, fueled by misconceptions on both sides, 
make this a formidable project. 


In Part One, we addressed the areas of agreement among orthodox 
Christians of all jurisdictions. These are doctrinal truths emerging from the 
councils and creeds of classic Christianity. Chapter 5 on salvation is crucial 
in that we developed the thesis that Augustinianism was the major 
soteriological framework that informed Western Christianity. Both Roman 
Catholics and Protestants are indebted to the Bishop of Hippo. This chapter 
should be read in connection with chapter 12 on justification. 


Part Two was more difficult. We realize that genuine differences exist 
between our two groups and that nothing is achieved by failing to face the 
issues. Efforts of this type by evangelicals have been flawed, erecting straw 
men and utilizing stereotypes. In our desire to avoid this we have attempted 
to use official Roman Catholic sources in developing our arguments and 
have called on our years of experience dialoguing with Roman Catholic 
brethren of various persuasions. While being rigorous in examination, we 
have attempted not to be rancorous in spirit. 


In Part Three we endeavored to stress commonalities. Cooperative efforts of 
believing Roman Catholics and evangelicals facing the great moral and 
cultural declension of our society have been detailed. Both message and 
method, from Chrysostom "the golden mouthed" to Billy Graham the 
evangelist, have been mentioned. 


Concerning this matter evangelicals might benefit from some observations 
from J. Gresham Machen, founder of Westminster Seminary. In the midst of 
his analysis of liberalism he wrote: 


Far more serious still is the division between the Church of Rome and 
evangelical Protestantism in all its forms. Yet how great is the common 
heritage that unites the Roman Catholic Church ... to devout Protestants 


the abyss which stands between us and many ministers of our own church.’ 


We are convinced that much confusion exists because of unfamiliarity with 


bad theology."; 


Concerning the nature of the church Brown says,_"The true church is an 


vital elements and its secondary ones, and the difference between them."4 


In closing, we quote from a theologian who, to use his own words, was 
"raised in the bosom of the liberal ecumenical tradition." Upon 
reexamination of the church fathers, he came to see the powerlessness of 
current liberal ecumenicism and embraced evangelicalism. Concerning 
interfaith dialogue he writes: "Evangelicals are more ready for serious 
dialogue with Eastern Orthodoxy_and with Roman ecumenical initiatives 
than with a Geneva panProtestant voice that only faintly echoes Reformation 
teaching on Scripture, sin and grace."5 


A 


THE CHURCHES OF THE EAST 


If evangelicals know little about Roman Catholicism they know even less 
about Eastern Orthodoxy. There are more than 225 million adherents to 
Orthodoxy worldwide. Still, the Orthodox Church is virtually unknown in 
this country. The impact Eastern Orthodoxy has had in America is due to 
faithful immigrants who maintained their faith within ethnic boundaries. 
Metropolitan Philip, Primate of the Antiochian Orthodox Christian 
Archdiocese of North America, has said that Orthodox Christianity is "the 
best kept secret in America."1 


In this appendix we will briefly consider the history of Eastern Orthodoxy: 
its early development, subsequent estrangement from Western (or Latin) 
Christianity, and particular doctrinal differences with Western Christianity. 
Special effort will be made to understand the Orthodox equivalent of 
justification (and sanctification), which they call "deification." 


ORTHODOX HISTORY 


It is an undeniable fact of history that Christianity was Eastern before it was 
Western. It was an Eastern Christian Ananias from Damascus, Syria, who 


called "Christians" at Antioch (Acts 11:19-26). Antioch, Alexandria, and 


Jerusalem were more important than Rome during the early years of church 


history, and "Even in the West, the theological leadership of the church was 


Augustine."2 For a time both branches of the church-East and West-were 
one. Then a number of events, such as the Muslim conquests in the East and 


the disintegration of the empire in the West, led to events that would result 
in the final schism, which occurred in A.D. 1054. 


THE CHURCH OF THE SEVEN COUNCILS 


are seven holy and Ecumenical Councils, and these are the seven pillars of 
the faith of the Divine Word."3 The early Byzantine church was informed 
and directed by the first seven general councils. The doctrines which all 
Orthodox Christians acknowledge to be central to their faith-the Trinity and 
the incarnation-emerged from these councils. 


I Council of Nicea (A.D. 325). This first council condemned Arius, who 
taught that Jesus was of a "different substance" from the Father. It also 
produced the Nicene Creed. 


I Constantinople (A.D. 381). This Council reaffirmed the pronouncements 
of Nicea and proclaimed the divinity of the Holy Spirit. 


is Jesus Christ fully divine and completely human at the same time? 
Nestorius from Antioch was pitted against Cyril from Alexandria. The 


God and man at once."4 
Chalcedon (A.D. 451). Monophysitism, the doctrine that the incarnation 


continue to plague the Eastern church for some time to come.5 


IIT Constantinople (A.D. $53). The fifth Ecumenical Council carried forward 
the work of its predecessor. Using the Alexandrian perspective, this council 
explains how the two natures of Christ unite to form a single person. 


Monothelitism, which taught that while Christ had two natures, he had but 
one will. The council disagreed and stated that, "Since Christ is true man as 
well as true God, He must have a human will as well as a divine."6 


I Nicea (A.D. 787), This last ecumenical council pronounced for icono- 
dules and against the iconoclasts. The former accepted veneration dulia 
directed toward icons; the later rejected this devotion as idolatry. Since one 
of the distinctives of Orthodoxy is the attention it pays to icons, the 


decisions of the Council are very important. While God cannot be 


because "the Incarnation has made a representational religious art possible: 
God can be depicted because He became man and took flesh."7 


theological guide "and, next to the Bible, it is the Seven Councils which the 
Orthodox Church takes as its standard and guide in seeking solutions to the 
new problems which arise in every 


THE GREAT SCHISM 


Humbert, placed a Bull of Excommunication upon the altar. This was the 
culmination of a long and complicated process, involving a number of 
causes. In the last analysis however, the quarrel was not over cultural but 
theological themes.9 Two matters in particular were at issue: the claims of 
the papacy and the filioque, to which issues we now turn. 


The Papal Claims. Eastern Orthodoxy accepts the proposition that, from the 
beginning, Peter was the acknowledged leader among the apostles. After the 
death of the apostles and the spread of Christianity westward, the church at 
Rome became more important. Although all bishops were equal in authority, 
the Bishop of Rome was considered "first among equals." 


the Bishops of Rome slowly began to assume to themselves a role of 


to be the only true successors to St. Peter."10 The vacuum caused by the 
decline of secular power in the Roman Empire was filled by religious power, 
namely, the church of Rome. In addition, "In the West ... there was only one 
great see Claiming Apostolic foundation-Rome-so that Rome came to be 
regarded as the Apostolic see." 11 


back to the apostles. Also, four of the five patriarchates were located there. 
Collegiality (decision making among equals) was the rule in the East, while 
the Western church became highly centralized and "was seen less as a 


The Filioque. The other problem identified at the time of the great schism 
was the term filioque (Latin: "And the Son"). This word was added by the 
Western church to the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed, thus affirming that 
the procession of the Holy Spirit is not "from the Father through the Son" 
but "from the Father and the Son." The purpose of this change was to 
safeguard against Arianism. 


balance between the three persons of the Holy Trinity: it leads also to a false 
understanding of the work of the Spirit in the world."14 


treatment. Eastern Orthodoxy's motives were sound: the protection of the 
person and work of the Holy Spirit. However, evangelicals are united with 
Roman Catholics on this issue. Ecumenically oriented theologian John 
Warwick Montgomery, speaking in support of the inclusion of the filioque, 
writes, "Scripture calls the Holy Spirit not only the Spirit of the Father 
(Matt. 10:20) but also the Spirit of the Son (Gal. 4:6);_... and the sending of 


the Spirit to the New Testament church is ascribed both to the Father (John 


POST-SCHISM EVENTS 


Tensions increased between East and West following A.D. 1054. Power 
plays on the part of the politically stronger Latin church further drove the 
wedge between the two branches of the church. The rape and pillage of the 
Byzantine capitol of Constantinople by the Roman Catholic crusaders is a 
dark blot on the history of the church and prompted the following 
lamentable statement by the Grand Duke Lucas Notaras: "I would rather see 
the Moslem turban in the midst of the city than the Latin mitre."16 


CATHOLIC CHURCHES-EASTERN RITE 


The churches which occupy the same territories as the Orthodox churches 
but are in communion with Rome are called Eastern Rite Catholic churches. 
They retain their original languages, have liturgies and dispense communion 
in both species, baptize by immersion, and allow clergy (excepting bishops) 
to be married. The term "Uniat" or "Uniate" was used by the opponents of 
the Eastern Rite Catholic churches and is considered a pejorative one. 


"Congregation of Eastern Rites” in 1862 in order to address problems. 
Eastern Rite Catholics now number over 12 million worldwide. The 
churches were represented at Vatican Il and subsequent events will be 
considered in the conclusion of this appendix.17 


DOCTRINES 


We now turn to an examination of the differences between the Eastern and 
Western churches. This involves differing principles or motifs. 


GUIDING PRINCIPLES 


Western theology has been informed by_a rational framework in an attempt 
to understand Christian truth. The East, on the other hand, has been guided 
by_a different principle: "This motif can be summed up in a single word: 
Mystery. The entire theology and church life of Eastern Christendom is an 
effort to give organic expression to the unfathomable, mysterious life of the 
Godhead."18 In fact, what the West calls "sacraments," the East calls 


As to the work of the persons within the Trinity: "No member of the Triune 
God functions without the involvement of the other Two."20 Hence, the 
persons within the Godhead are "blended, though not confounded; distinct, 
though not 


Montgomery, drawing on the insights of Belgian Jesuit theologian G. 
Dejaifve, presents a number of contrasting motifs that differentiate between 
the theology of the East and that of the West. They may be placed in the 
following form: 


These distinctions may be helpful for Western Christians who wish to 
understand the nature of Eastern Orthodoxy. 


OTHER DOCTRINAL DISTINCTIONS 


We now turn to some differences concerning other doctrines. 


Deification. In chapter 5 we attempted to show that, in spite of important 
differences, Roman Catholics and evangelicals share a common Augustinian 
framework concerning salvation. The Eastern church, on the other hand, 


is called "deification," and it is found in both Eastern and Western 


theologians prior to Augustine. An Anglican scholar states: "The idea of 
deification or divinization as taught in the patristic period has often been 


misunderstood by Protestants."22 
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work of Christ. Therefore, concerning salvation, the Orthodox are 
"orthodox."30 Another Orthodox distinction is the use of "icons" in worship. 
Icons are "flat pictures ... to represent the Lord, the BVM, or another saint, 
which are used and venerated in the Greek Church."31 The use of icons 
caused a serious problem within the Eastern Church itself. This was termed 
the "Iconoclastic Controversy" and was to resurface during the Protestant 
Reformation.32 


Differences with Roman Catholicism. We will only briefly touch on some 
differences between Roman Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy. We already 


West. Hence, the explanation of how Christ is present in the Eucharist is not 
as precisely reasoned as the Roman Catholic position, the East preferring to 


laity as well as the clergy receive communion "under both kinds," the bread 
as well as the cup. Concerning purgatory, "Today most if not all Orthodox 
theologians reject the idea" because "Christ the Lamb of God who takes 
away the sin of the world, is our only atonement and satisfaction."34 As to 


creatures." Most Eastern theologians reject the doctrine of the immaculate 
conception (in rare agreement with Thomas Aquinas!), but all accept the 
bodily assumption dogma.35 


It is of some interest to note that, concerning what some say is the most 
important difference between Roman Catholics and evangelicals-infallibility 
(see chap. 11)-the Orthodox side with evangelicals against the infallibility of 


Orthodox scholars at the present day,... . following the opinion of 
Athanasius and Jerome, consider that the Deutero-Canonical Books, 
although included in the Bible, stand on a lower footing than the rest of the 
Old Testament."36 


CONCLUSION 


The status of the Eastern Orthodox Church came up at Vatican II, which had 
ecumenicity as one of its goals. Whenever Roman Catholic triumphalism 


would emerge some Uniate participant would rush to the defense of 
Orthodoxy. One stated "that all this talk about the Eastern Church ‘returning 
to the true fold' was ridiculous. Many of them regarded their Churches as 
older than the Church of Rome, so that, if anyone had wandered away and 
needed to_be recalled, it was the Romans rather than In fact, the Uniates 
“were men who lived side by side with members of the eastern Churches... 
They knew ... what holy lives many of them led. The Roman Church had no 
right to be... patronizing to the Church of S. Basil, S. Cyril, and S. 
Chrysostom."38 


Eastern Orthodox participation in the National and World Council of 
Churches-never solid-is now more tenuous than ever. Controversial issues 
such as the ordination of women, the acceptability of a homosexual lifestyle, 
and abortion are causing Orthodox Christians to rethink their commitment to 
these organizations. 


Youth for Christ, and Young Life have joined Orthodox churches.39 


Recently, an agreement of historic proportions came into being, 
"Representatives of two Orthodox branches that split in the fifth century 
over presumed differences about the nature of Christ have agreed on a joint 
statement of common The statement brings together the Orientals, who did 
not participate at Chalcedon, with the Greeks who did. They agree that 
Christ has two natures; however, they comprise an inseparable, indivisible 
union. 


Although Eastern Orthodox participation and dialogue with evangelicals is 


Anthony _of the Russian Orthodox Church in England consented to become 
the Chairman of the Trustees of the C. S. Lewis Centre in London. This 
leader-whose office is one of the highest in the Orthodox Church-assumed 
this position because "of his conviction that despite the divorce of East and 
West,_and the internal divisions of Western Christianity, historic orthodoxy 
is still there as a sweet savor, a common smell of true faith."41 The Centre's 
promotional material has the following quote from Metropolitan Anthony: 


"At the Centre we like to think that affirming the central tenets of historic 
Christianity-while remaining ourselves, with all our unresolved differences- 
offers a way forward for Christians of goodwill who are bored with or feel 
betrayed by institutional ecumenism."42 Anglican C. S. Lewis would be 
pleased by these words in defense of "mere Christianity." 


Evangelicals would do well to familiarize themselves with this most ancient 
of Christian jurisdictions. Eastern Orthodoxy has many desirable tenets- 
historicity, continuity, and doctrinal steadfastness being the most noticeable. 
We should indeed become acquainted with our brethren in the "Church of 
the Seven Councils." 


APPENDIX 


THE COUNTER-REFORMATION AND LATER DEVELOPMENTS 


The Counter-Reformation (also known as the Catholic Reformation) is 
the Thirty Year War (A.D. 1618). That the Roman Catholic Church was ina 
state of moral and spiritual disarray_is acknowledged by Catholic authorities. 


widely practiced. Indulgences (pledges of freedom from the punishment for 
sin granted to individuals) were sold like merchandise.’ Most clergy were 
poorly educated and many lived with women in violation of their vows of 
celibacy. 


As to the spiritual condition of the average Roman Catholic layperson, a 


contemporary Catholic historian writes: "Their Christian life often focused 
indulgences, without an understanding of the more basic truths of the 
Catholic This state of moral declension, coupled with the theological 
differences that were to surface with the Protestant Reformers, sets the stage 
for the Counter-Reformation. We will begin with the formation of the 
Society of Jesus, the Jesuits. 


THE JESUITS 


The theologians who emerged from the Jesuit order proved to be highly 
influential in the Counter-Reformation. Due in part to centuries of conflict 
with Islam, Spain became known for its orthodox militancy and obedience 
to the papacy. The Inquisition found fertile ground there for its 


heretics" and the "sword of Rome."3 The Society of Jesus was to become a 
product of Iberian spirituality. 


IGNATIUS LOYOLA (A.D. 1491/95-1556) 


Ignatius Loyola was born in the Spanish province of Guipuzcoa, of a well- 
todo Basque family. As a young man he acquired a reputation as a ne’er- 
dowell, joined the army, and was seriously wounded in combat against the 
French. 


During a long convalescence, Loyola became acquainted with some books 
on the life of Christ and the saints and was converted. He set out on a 
pilgrimage to Montserrat and while in retreat developed the outline which 
would become his Spiritual Exercises, a manual designed to lead one into a 
deeper spiritual life. This work became the text book of the Jesuits. 


After making a pilgrimage to Jerusalem in A.D. 1523, Loyola returned to 
Spain and attended several universities before enrolling at the University of 
Paris. There he determined to become a "soldier for Christ" and the Society 
of Jesus was born. Loyola recruited six of his brightest fellow students (one 
of which, Francis Xavier, became a famous missionary to India, Japan, and 
China) to establish what would become the Jesuit order. The Society of 
Jesus was officially established in 1540 by Pope Paul III. 


JESUIT DISTINCTIONS AND MISSION 


In addition to the usual vows of poverty, chastity, and obedience, the Jesuits 


"The Jesuits became known for their discipline and sacrifice and the society 


also very concerned with education. Colleges and universities were formed 
for laity as well as clergy, the most famous being the Roman College 
(founded in 1551, now called the Gregorian University). 


Although mention of the Jesuits often conjures up images of ecclesiological 
intrigue, casuistry, and the like (especially among evangelicals), their 
original mission concerned preaching Christ to the unconverted in the world. 
They became great missionaries, winning many to Christ in Africa, Asia, 
and the New World. Many were martyred for their faith. 


Jesuit theologians were active in the Council of Trent and have been called 
"the shock troops of the We will meet them again at the Council of Trent and 
the Molinist and Jansenist controversies. Jesuits have also had considerable 


century theological development. 


THE COUNCIL OF TRENT 


The Council of Trent (A.D. 1545-63) was the most important council since 
Nicea (A.D. 325). There would not be another council for 300 years- Vatican 


admittedly was much needed), and to deal with doctrinal issues that had 
been raised by the Reformers. ? 


Reformed views on the Eucharist;_and Period III (A.D. 1562-63) saw the 
influence of the Jesuits increase and any hope of repairing the breach with 
the Reformers disappeared.8 Humor was not totally absent from these 
august proceedings: "One skeptical father at the Council observed that the 


Holy Spirit would no doubt come to them from Rome in the courier's bag."9 


The Council of Trent dealt with a number of concerns, both of a disciplinary 
and theological nature. We will restrict our examination here to the most 
crucial issue: the nature, purpose, extent, and results of justification by faith. 


PRE-TRIDENTINE DEVELOPMENTS 


We have already examined in chapter 5 the nature of Augustine's thought on 
soteriological issues. Concerning justification, "Augustine has an all- 
embracing understanding of justification, which includes both the event of 
justification (brought about by operative grace)_and the process of 
justification (brought about by cooperative grace)."10 


The conflict Augustine had with Pelagianism involved the question of the 
human will: to what extent is it free to choose good and eschew evil? He be 
lieved that "the power of sin is such that it takes hold of our will, and as long 
as we are under its sway we Cannot move our will to be rid of it.""" The II 
Council of Orange (A.D. 529) affirmed the Augustinian view. 


Another group of doctrines emerged in the fourth and fifth centuries that has 
been called "semi-Pelagianism." It should be noted that the term itself is 
modern and was originally used to designate the teachings of the Jesuit Luis 
de Molina (A.D. 1535-1600). The earlier version of semi-Pelagianism was a 
position midway between Augustine and Pelagius, maintaining that, while 


divine grace was needed for salvation, "the first steps toward the Christian 


findings of Orange were confirmed by Boniface II (A.D. 530-532) in A.D. 
531.14 


That semi-Pelagian tendencies reappeared in pre-Reformation theology is 
admitted by_ both Roman Catholic and Protestant historians. Contemporary 
Roman Catholic scholar Hans Kung states: "Major significance for the 


1079-1142) as "neo-Pelagian."16 


Concerning the freedom of the will during this period, "This emphasis on 


Ockham's nominalism and the via moderna at the end of the Middle A 
Roman Catholic historian writes of the late Middle Ages: "There was even a 
new approach to theology and philosophy called Nominalism, first 
championed by Englishman William of Ockham (A.D. 1280-1349), that 
separated the realms of faith and reason instead of seeing them as 


done."18 


In spite of the popularity of the via moderna, the period witnessed the re 
birth of Augustinianism. Within this movement were a group of theologians 
who have been characterized as "Reform While these men cannot be 
understood as "Protestants," they were not impervious to the Reformed 
insights on justification by faith. Their thought was represented at the 
Council of Trent, but unfortunately (from the evangelical perspective) it 
could not make any headway. 


EXISTING THEOLOGICAL SCHOOLS 


The major doctrine that Trent was to investigate was the Protestant 


concerned with the identification of the main schools present at Trent, as this 
has an important bearing upon the relation of the final decree to late 
medieval Catholic theology_in While Alister McGrath is reluctant to rigidly 


Augustinianism was present in several forms as was the via moderna of 
Gabriel Biel.21 


PROCEEDINGS AND DECREE ON JUSTIFICATION 


The first doctrinal discussions concerned the topics of Scripture, tradition, 

and original sin. We will consider the outcome of debates surrounding the 

doctrine of justification only briefly here, since a fuller discussion is found 
in chapter 12. 


The process had been long and arduous and all of the theological schools 
weighted in with opinions on a great variety of complicated scholastic 
theological distinctions. Although several council members recognized an 


justified solely_as a matter of reputation or imputation."22 Therefore, 
"Justification is thus defined in terms of aman becoming, and not merely 
being reputed as, righteous."23 Trent understood justification in two senses 
(the second corresponding to the Reformed doctrine of sanctification), this 


possible and necessary to keep the law of God."24 


The council, taking into account original sin, stated that sin has affected the 
human race. Therefore, "man is incapable of redeeming himself. Freewill is 
not destroyed, but is weakened and debilitated by the Fall."25 However, 
"The sinner indeed cooperates with this grace, at least in the sense of not 


grace to overcome original sin is "mediated" to The Eucharist and penance 
pertain to "second" justification, such justification being said to "increase" 
by participation in these sacraments. 


Because the Reformers laid such stress on the concept of assurance of 
salvation Trent was forced to deal with the subject. Subsequently, they 
issued "An explicit condemnation of the Lutheran doctrine of assurance as 


assurance of salvation does not mean the proclamation of a religion of 
uninterrupted anxiety.""29 Thus, for the Roman Catholic "There is an 
intermediate position between the assurance of faith and doubt. This position 
is that of moral certainty which excludes any_anxiety_and despair."30 Since 


Trent seems to state that our justification must be seen as a "gift" rather than 
a "reward." Thus, it comes as a surprise to many Protestants that Roman 
Catholics believe that "If anyone shall say that man can be justified before 
God by_his own works which are done... without divine grace through 
Christ Jesus: let him be anathema."32 On the other hand, Trent says, "If 
anyone Shall say that man's free will moved and aroused by_ God does not 
ema."33 As to Luther's understanding of the total corruption of human 
nature and Trent's reaction to it, Roman Catholic scholar Michael Schmaus 
comments, "It is questionable whether Luther actually advocated the 
doctrine to which the council's condemnation alludes."34 Contemporary 
evangelical scholar Harold O. J. Brown notes that "Trent went so far in 
rejecting everything that Luther taught that it impoverished Catholicism, and 
made it unnecessarily rigid, even from the point of view of its own tradition. 
Valuable elements of the common Christian heritage were eliminated for no 
better reason than because Luther praised them."35 Thomas Nettles 
summarizes it this way: "The evangelical error comes in spite of a 
confessional history to the contrary; the Roman error purposefully canonized 
a historical aberration at the sixteenth century Council of Trent and has 
maintained it 


EVANGELICAL EVALUATION 


The results flowing from the Council of Trent are complex and require close 
study_and evaluation. Our limited examination leads to the following 
observations. First, Trent addressed and corrected many moral and 
disciplinary problems that had plagued the medieval church. Bishops were 
ordered to live in their sees, the holding of several ecclesiastical offices at 
one time was condemned, and the use of relics and indulgences was 

Roman Catholicism by Protestants; this is incorrect. The condemnation of 
semi-Pelagianism first made at the IT Council of Orange was reaffirmed at 
the Council of Third, the Council of Trent encouraged the study of Aquinas, 
who was strongly Augustinian and thus anti-Pelagian. His theological 
system was de Glared the official and dominant theology of Roman 
Catholicism. Lastly, there are real differences in areas such as justification, 
infallibility, the extent of the canon, the nature of the church, and 
sacramentalism. (These issues are addressed in Part Two.) 


POST-TRIDENTINE DEVELOPMENTS 


Earlier we developed the thesis that the Western Church owes its soteriology 
to Augustine (see chap. 5). Both Roman Catholics and evangelicals 
acknowledge their debt to the Bishop of Hippo. 


However, the Pelagian system which Augustine bested reoccurred 
throughout church history. The debate usually revolves around the 
relationship between God's sovereignty and human responsibility; how 
God's grace is mediated to sinful human beings. We will look briefly at 
Molinism, the subsequent Augustinian reaction, and Blaise Pascal and 
Jansenism. 


LUIS DE MOLINA (A.D. 15 3 5-1 600) 


Jesus and became a theologian. The theology that bears his name claims to 


other things, Molinism affirmed that predestination follows God's 
foreknowledge. Thus, "the efficacy _of grace has its ultimate foundation, not 
the Divinely foreknown fact of free human cooperation with this This was 
perceived as a species of Pelagianism and was vigorously opposed by 
followers of Augustinianism.39 If God's predestination depended on his 
knowledge of human free choice, then God's knowledge is dependent on 
contingent happenings and he is not truly_an Independent Being, As the 


Orange: "If anyone maintains that God waits upon our will to cleanse us 
from sin, and does not rather acknowledge that even our willingness to be 
cleansed is brought about in us through the infusion and operation of the 


who worketh in you both to will and to accomplish, according to His good 
will’ (Phil. 2:13)."40 


DOMINGO BANEZ (A.D. 


Like Molina, Banez was born in Spain. He joined the Dominican order and 
became known as one of the best Catholic theologians of his day. It is 
important to note that Banez was interested in practical spiritual matters as 
well as theological issues, as he served as director and confessor of Teresa of 
Avila (see chap. 19).41 


"the power of divine grace subordinate to the human will."42 Instead, Banez 
claimed that "God knows the future, including conditional future free acts, 
in virtue of his divine decrees, which predetermine all events."43 McGrath 
notes that "the term “semi-Pelagian’ was introduced during the course of this 
dispute by the followers of Banez to describe the teachings of their Molinist 
opponents."44 


Banez became the primary_adversary_of Molinism, which he claimed made 


This dispute between the Dominicans and the Jesuits became so severe that 
Pope Clement VIII intervened and decided to permit both viewpoints. The 
Dominicans were forbidden to call the Jesuits "Pelagians" and the Jesuits 


were not to refer to Dominicans as "closet Calvinists"! Both views exist in 
the Roman Catholic Church to this day. 


BLAISE PASCAL AND JANSENISM (A.D. 1623-1662) 


Blaise Pascal was born at Clermont-Ferrand, France, and is regarded as one 
of the greatest scientific geniuses that ever lived. As a teen he developed 
skills in geometry, physics, and mathematical theory that are still valid 
today. What is not so well known is his deep faith in Jesus Christ and his 
consciousness of sinful human nature. His theological insights naturally 
inclined him toward Jansenism, a group within French Roman Catholicism 
that professed to follow Augustine. This made them natural foes of the 


The center of Jansenism was at the Convent of Port Royal in Paris. Pascal's 
sister Jacqueline was to later become a nun there and he maintained contact 
with the men and women of Port Royal all his life. A leading Jansenist, 
Antoine Arnauld, had been condemned by the Jesuit establishment and 
Pascal came to his defense by writing the Provincial Letters. These were 
published anonymously to avoid imprisonment and were a devastating 
critique of Jesuit casuistry, which they believed employed "situational ism" 


to arrive at moral decisions.46 


CONCLUSION 


We have examined some important events that occurred in Christendom 
from the Council of Trent through the post-Tridentine period. We have paid 
special attention to soteriological concerns, namely, justification by faith. 
Some observations follow. 


1. Just as in church history prior to the Reformation, Augustinianism was 
never completely absent from the theological scene. 


this time frame, these doctrines were condemned by_official Roman Catholic 
pronouncements. This condemnation was first issued by the I] Council of 


Church that it is worthily held as an infallible norm of faith."47 


3. The problem of how to reconcile the sovereignty of God and human 
freedom is an issue with which both Roman Catholics and evangelicals 
wrestle. May we humbly suggest considering the following quotation from 
the Westminster Confession of Faith: 


God from all eternity did by the most wise and holy counsel of his own will, 


rather established.48 


4. The doctrinal investigations of the Council of Trent seem to have been 
predicated on a number of misconceptions-chief of which is an erroneous 
belief that the Reformers were indifferent at best and antinomian at worse 
concerning faith and good works. 


We have already quoted Luther on the subject of the need for a "good tree" 
to be present in order to produce "good fruit." In addition he said, "Our faith 
in Christ does not free us from works, but from false opinions concerning 
we know that righteousness does not consist in works, although works 
neither can nor ought to be wanting."49 John Calvin and the major 
Reformers agreed with Luther that while works are not the grounds for 
salvation they are the result of the believers justification. Peter Kreeft has 
this interesting observation about the Reformation: "How do I resolve the 
Reformation? Is it faith alone that justifies, or is it faith and works? Very 


issue is absolutely crucial. As a Catholic I feel guilt for the tragedy of 


Christian disunity because the church in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries 
was failing to preach the 


5. Roman Catholic and Lutheran scholars in the United States have engaged 
in dialogue for twenty-seven years. The issues discussed involve the 
doctrinal differences that led to the Reformation. These theologians have 
petitioned the Vatican to lift the anathema issued at the Council of Trent 


against justification by faith alone. The statement, among other things, says: 
"The goal is to declare by 1997 that the condemnations on justification “are 
no longer applicable,’ according to a joint statement issued here February 
18-21."51 The year 1997 will mark the 450th anniversary of the anathema 
issued by the Council of Trent. Such a declaration seems unlikely since 
infallible declarations are irrevocable. Nonetheless, real differences remain 
with Protestants affirming (and Catholics denying) that salvation is "by 
grace alone through faith alone" (see chap. 12). 


6. Lastly, we have attempted to accurately describe the events and 
theological formulations that occurred during this interest period. 
Evangelicals and orthodox Roman Catholics should investigate the issues 
frankly and fairly, and not forget to emulate the godly Bereans, who 
"received the word with all willingness and examined the scriptures daily to 
determine whether these things were so (Acts 17:11)." 


APPENDIX 
C 
MODERN/LIBERAL CATHOLICISM 


Protestantism was not the only branch of Christendom weakened by the 


preferred to intellect. One Catholic source analyzes the situation this way: 
Because the criticism of Christian faith that came from some quarters was 


MODERNISM 


Among the Modernist tendencies were: 


1. A destructive critical approach to Bible study was employed. This often 
exceeded the skepticism found in their Protestant counterparts? The Roman 
Catholic Church's position on the inerrancy_of the Scripture had been clear 


Reformation's formal principle of Sola Scriptura, stated in no uncertain 


terms the full inspiration of the Bible."3 Mod ermism began to undermine 
this by limiting the infallibility of Scripture to only truths about salvation. 


2. Scholastic theology was rejected. The systems of Augustine, Anselm, and 
especially Aquinas were declared invalid. "Deed" was stressed over "creed." 
The Modernists "sought the essence of Christianity in life rather than in an 
intellectual system or creed."4 


3. In Modernism, history is understood as teleological; what it is doing is 


very_destructive. The divinity of Jesus Christ was challenged and among 
other things they believed Jesus was in error concerning the time of his 


One authority calls Modernism "the synthesis of all heresies."6 Among the 
leaders in the movement were Alfred Loisy (1857-1940), a Frenchman who 
was excommunicated in 1908; Friedrich Von Hugel (1852-1952); and 
George Tyrell (1861-1909)-the last two from England. Although Pius X 
(pope, 1903-14) condemned Modernism in 1907, its baleful effects are still 
with us. We will encounter it again in Appendix D. 


THE OXFORD MOVEMENT AND JOHN NEWMAN 


Space limitations force us to leave the effects of the Reformation in England 
untouched. As with the Reformation in Europe, political action and state 
policy-along with theological considerations-were active in the English 
ecclesiological rupture. Lutheran ideas, dating from at least A.D. 1520, were 
finding their way into the common culture and the universities. Also, 


humanism was in full swing; its most famous proponent was Erasmus, who 
lectured at Cambridge from A.D. 1509 to 1514. 


1547), which began in 1509. Henry has been described as "a man of 
remarkable intellectual abilities and executive force, well read and always 
interested in scholastic theology, sympathetic with humanism, popular with 
the mass of people, but egotistic, obstinate, and self-seeking.""7 When 
Henry's wife Queen Katharine was unable to provide him with a male heir 
and the papacy would not provide him with a divorce, the official breach 
with Rome occurred. 


The Church of England is an interesting mix of theological stances; one can 
find the very liberal as well as the thoroughly orthodox within its ranks. 
Anglicanism has been called "half Catholic and half Protestant" in its 
doctrinal understandings. Many great Christian leaders have been nurtured 
in its bosom; the brothers Wesley, the social reformers Shaftsbury and 
Wilberforce, and the apologist C. S. Lewis to name but a few. 


THE OXFORD MOVEMENT (1 833-1845) 


The "high church" tradition (also known as the Anglo-Catholic party) in the 
spread of "liberalism" in theology and increasing Roman Catholic influence 
were major factors in the birth of the Oxford Movement. This group of 
devout and intensely self-conscious believers had for their goal the 
restoration of primitive and medieval Christianity. Their main objective was 
to defend the Anglican communion as a legitimate branch of the Christian 
Church of England. The acknowledged leaders within the movement were 
John Keble (1792-1866), E. B. Pusey (1800-1882), and John Henry 
Newman (180190), to whom we now turn our attention.8 


JOHN HENRY NEWMAN 


The most important figure to emerge from the Oxford Movement was John 


Oxford and was ordained to the Anglican priesthood in 1825. He was 


fifteen years. In addition to his work in the Oxford Movement, Newman 
wrote a number of books: The Arians of the Fourth Century (1833) and 
positions. A number of them "defended his thesis of the “Via media, ie. the 
belief that the Church of England held an intermediate position, represented 


modern Protestantism on the other."9 


Of special interest to us in this book is the fact that Newman finally became 
disillusioned with the claims of the Anglican Church and in 1845 he was 
received into the Roman Catholic Church. Soon after his conversion he 
wrote his Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine, and in 1852 the 
Idea of a University. Although Leo XIII made Newman a cardinal in 1879, 
he was viewed with suspicion in conservative Catholic circles and his genius 
was not recognized until after his death. He was also to play an important 
role in Vatican I, which will be discussed shortly.10 


Newman and Justification. Newman's Lectures on Justification, published 
before his conversion to Roman Catholicism, is well regarded by modern 
Roman Catholic scholars. Kung writes, "Though too little known, this book 
is one of the best treatments of the Catholic theology of justification." 11 In 
Justification, Newman addressed the primary sense of the term by setting 
forth three principles: (1) justification is a declaration of righteousness; (2) it 
is to be distinguished from renewal; and (3) it is the ground or efficient 
cause of renewal. 


The essence of Newman's understanding of justification "is his insistence 

... which undoubtedly reflects his interest in and positive evaluation of the 
Greek fathers, such as Athanasius."12 In Justification "Newman defined 
what he took to be a via media understanding of justification, which allowed 
an authentically Anglican concept of justification to be defended in the face 
of the distortions of both Protestantism and Roman Catholicism." However, 
according to McGrath, "Newman's historico-theological analysis appears to 
be seriously and irredeemably inaccurate." 14 In particular "Newman's 


God's work completely. Concerning Luther's position McGrath writes: 


"Luther does not understand “justification by faith' to mean that man puts his 
trust in God, and is justified on that account. .. rather, it means that God 


within him the real and redeeming presence of Christ as the ‘righteousness 
of God' within him, and justifying him on this account."16 


McGrath feels that Newman misunderstood the actual Lutheran and 
Reformed position on justification. Concerning the Reformer from Geneva, 
he comments: "Had Newman studied Calvin seriously, he could hardly have 
failed to notice the remarkable similarities between them on the nature of 
justification."17 Both believed that justification and renewal are part and 
parcel of God's great gift to us. 


Newman's "Doctrine of Development." Almost immediately after his 
conversion to Roman Catholicism in 1845, Newman released his Essay_on 
the Development of Christian Doctrine.'8 This theological treatise was to 
have implications for Roman Catholic doctrinal development. 


Newman began his thesis with two convictions: first, the fourth- and fifth- 


Evangelicals may critique Newman's development model at several points: 
first, his identification of the Roman jurisdiction as being the authentic, 


nonRoman Catholic Christians. Some evangelicals, however, have 
overstated the case against Newman's theory of development. A penetrating 


critique of Newman's theory is found in the classic refutation of infallibility 


Newman is accused of providing the historical/theological framework that 
would become the "warp and woof" of Roman Catholic Modernism in the 
early years of the present century. Further, it is claimed that Newman's 
theory makes any appeal to earlier sources or authorities (such as Augustine, 
Aquinas, Trent, and Vatican I) dated and irrelevant. This may be the view of 
liberal Roman Catholic theologians but it is firmly rejected by traditionalists. 


Modernism, stated: "Be assured that we strongly approve of your pamphlet 
proving that the works of Cardinal Newman, far from being at variance with 
our Encyclical are actually in close agreement with it."22 In 1993, John Paul 


one in five citations) contain references to patristic writers (sixteen from 
Augustine), and nineteen footnotes reference Aquinas, principally from the 
Summa Theologiae.23 Evangelical criticism of Roman Catholicism in other 
areas notwithstanding, traditional Catholicism cannot be accused of 
jettisoning the pronouncements of its forerunners. Concerning the essay_on 


the Modernists."24 


VATICAN I (1869-70) 


Pope Pius IX convoked the First Vatican Council to address a number of 
issues, including faith and dogma, church discipline, foreign missions, and 
church-state relations. Two schools of thought concerning church and papal 


party (represented, among others, by John Henry Newman) wished to see 


infallibility linked to the bishops as well as the pope. This is known as 
"conciliarism." The two views clashed on various issues throughout the 
council proceedings. 


The council opened on December 8, 1869, with nearly 700 bishops in 
attendance. Various stances such as rationalism, materialism, and pantheism 
were examined and condemned. Of the remaining topics, it was decided to 
first deal with the question of papal infallibility (see chap. 11), to which we 
now turn. 


PAPAL INFALLIBILITY 


The council debated infallibility in heated discussion. The minority party 
objected to papal authority being defined apart from the rest of the 
magisterium (the councils and bishops). The vote on infallibility was taken 
two months after the debate began and the measure passed. 


The definition of the dogma contained a number of elements, one of the 
most crucial being that infallibility is operative only when the pope speaks 
ex cathedra ("from the chair"), which is to say_"'when in discharge of the 
office of Pastor and Doctor of all Christians, by virtue of his supreme 
Apostolic authority he defines a doctrine regarding faith or morals."26 


statements are "from the chair" and which are not (see chap. 11).27 


John Henry Newman's opposition to the dogma of papal infallibility is noted 
by_the anti-Roman Catholic Reformed scholar Loraine Boettner.28 
Concerning Newman's position, contemporary Roman Catholic apologist 
Karl Keating states: "He opposed not the content of the definition given at 
Vatican 1, but the wisdom of promulgating the definition at that time;_he 
thought the promulgation was inopportune, not inaccurate."29 Even granted 
that Boettner could be injudicious in method and strident in temperament 
when addressing Roman Catholicism, Keating's contention is difficult to 
accept. The historical evidence seems to indicate that Newman opposed 


As a faithful Catholic, Newman was obliged to accept the dogma he fought 
against. 


CONCLUSION 


We have examined events and people who have, for good or ill, prepared the 
Catholic church for the twentieth century. When the first church council in 
almost 300 years convened, solidifying the authority of the pope, the breach 
between Protestants and Roman Catholics widened. But perhaps the most 
ominous development to occur in this time frame is the foothold that Mod 
ernism established in the Roman Catholic Church. The antecedents of this 
movement can be identified at least as far back as Erasmus and his dispute 
with Luther over the freedom of the will. They probably date back further to 
the Augustinian and Pelagian controversy. Humanism of this ilk, with its 
tolerant, syncretistic framework, has been and always will be the enemy of 
authentic Christianity, of whatever variety. We will encounter its negative 
influences in Appendix D, which concerns the contemporary situation. 


Concerning heretical teachers-either Roman Catholic or ProtestantHarold 0. 


APPENDIX 


VATICAN II AND THE CURRENT SITUATION 


INTRODUCTION 


Before we address the Second Vatican Council some introductory remarks 
are in order. The period between Vatican I and Vatican II saw some 
developments that had a profound impact on Christianity. 


British Roman Catholic historian Paul Johnson has chronicled a definite 
philosophical shift in Western culture beginning in the twentieth century. 
Johnson notes, "At the end of the Second World War, there was a significant 


from _utopianism to hedonism."' Johnson identifies three English writers, all 
born in 1903, who illustrate this philosophical re-direction: George Orwell, 
Evelyn Waugh, and Cyril Connolly. Hedonism and its close relative, 


existentialism, had a sizable effect on Christianity in the twentieth century. 
MODERNISM RESURFACED 


We dealt with the origins of Modernism in Appendix C. As a movement, it 
was condemned by_Pope Pius X in 1907.2 Modemism wreaks havoc first in 
the study of Scripture. Since the Bible is the source of and plumb line for 
Christian belief, any diminishing of its authority and authenticity is fatal. 
This destructive approach which had found fertile ground in mainline 
Protestantism surfaced in Roman Catholic Bible studies and theological 


systems. 


Roman Catholics were warned not to be swayed by_"the old war-cry_of 
Protestantism, ‘the Bible and the Bible only.'"; Such notions led Roman 
Catholics to embrace an "unCatholic super-exaltation of the Bible."4 
"Bibliolatry" is to be avoided at all costs. 


The same liberalizing tendencies were encouraged in theology_and societal 


contemporary Catholic life is the effort to come to terms with modernity.-5 
Contemporary traditional Roman Catholics have lamented this slide into 


"progressive" Catholicism is that "we are freed from the past. We are free to 


propositional, Aristotelian-Thomistic categories of “efficient This "new 
shape" avant garde tendency in Roman Catholic theology looks suspiciously 
like Bultmannian demythologization, which wreaked such havoc in 
twentieth-century Protestantism.9 


LIBERATION THEOLOGY 


One movement to emerge from the new theological climate in Catholicism 
is liberation theology. Also known as "Marxist Christianity," its basis is 
Chris tian social action aimed at bettering the lot of the poor and oppressed. 
Liberation theology is best known for its effect in the "third world," Latin 
America in particular, where it also has the support of some mainline 
Protestant groups. 


Liberation theologians synthesize between Marxism and Christianity, 
making two assertions: one economic, the other theological.10 The 
economic thesis states that Democratic capitalism ... is responsible for the 
poverty of the third world." Conceming the situation in South America, 
"Traditional Catholic ignorance about modern economics may, in fact, have 


factor."12 The theological thesis of liberation theologians assumes a new 
and different source of revelation than that which has informed historic 
Christianity. "Neither the sola Scriptura of Reformation Protestantism nor 
the ‘two sources’ of Tridentine Catholicism .... namely Scripture and sacred 
Marxist hermeneutic is flawed, however, because "Instead of first focusing 
on Christ and the Bible as the revelational center of human history and 
destiny, ... liberation theologians ... make existing social and political 
conditions the necessary lens for viewing and interpreting scriptural Brown 


warns that "When even committed Marxists join the ostensibly ‘neutral’ 
secular press in their praise of the course the Roman Church is taking, all 
those who are concerned about her fate and destiny, Catholics and 
Protestants alike, had better take 


concerns. First, a true liberation theology must be faithful to the biblical 
doctrines of the historic Christian faith. Second, it should be evangelistic. 
Third, it ought to give priority to the vertical aspect of the gospel (God to 


RADICAL FEMINISM 


Radical feminism is closely related to liberation. In addition to the impulses 


been incorporated in radical feminism. This movement is especially active in 
Roman Catholicism. Concerning the make-up of one feminist convention: 


nuns, _ex-nuns, students and faculty members from Catholic women's 
colleges, parochial school teachers.""" A quote from the "godmother" of 

the theological spectrum: "A lot of evil had been done in the name of Christ, 
but no crusades or pogroms had been sent in the name of Ba‘al, Isis or Small 
wonder that orthodox Roman Catholics are exercised about this 


VATICAN II (A.D. 196 2-65) 


In January 1959 Pope John XXIII made public his intention to summon a 
council. It is important to note at the outset that the council neither claimed 
nor made any infallible pronouncements. Hence, while Catholics must 
everywhere asked themselves what motivated this move to call a council and 
how would it effect the Roman Catholic Church and other Christian 


jurisdictions? The pope defined the task of the council to be the renewing of 
the religious life of the church and asked Catholics to pray for the council: 
"Renew in our day 0 Lord, your wonders, as in a new Pentecost." The 


portrayal of Jesus as the "Good Shepherd" deeply impressed him, indeed, 


wanted first of all and genuinely to be a pastor."20 Pope John's vision 
extended beyond his own communion to the Christian church worldwide. 


Vatican IT developed as follows: 


Session I (October 11-December 8, 1962). Participants elect their own 
commission, thus distancing themselves from the Roman curia. John XXIII 
dies on June 3, 1963; he is succeeded by Paul VI on June 21, who announces 
his intention to continue the council. 


Session IT (September 29-December 4, 1963). Delegates vote to support the 
collegiality of the bishops, the divine right of the Episcopal College, and the 
reinstating of the Diaconate order. On May 17, 1964, the secretariat for non- 
Christian religions is formed. 


Session III (September 14-November 21, 1964). This session results in the 
promulgation of the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church, the Decrees on 
Ecumenism and the Eastern Catholic churches. The Virgin Mary is also 
proclaimed to be the "Mother of the Church." 


documents are drawn up, involving church discipline, religious renewal, and 
Christian education. On December 4, a service for the "Promotion of 
Christian Unity" takes place, and observers and guests as well as delegates 
take part. The council closes on December 8, 1965.21 


THEOLOGICAL MAKEUP OF THE PARTICIPANTS 


Delegates of Vatican II represented the whole of the theological spectrum, 
from the most liberal to the most conservative. This variety was also present 
in the non-Roman observers and guests.22 Indeed, so diverse were the 
participants at Vatican II that David Wells says the documents that Vatican II 
produced "officially embraced mutually incompatible theologies."23 One 


theology represented was traditional, the other progressive. "The first was 
while the second found its proponents among a school of thinkers who in 
general represent the New Catholicism."24 


One area of difficulty_was the doctrine of inerrancy. On the one hand, 
"Without doubt, it would seem, the Roman Catholic church wants to say it 
still believes in biblical inerrancy, at least as it was defined in 1870."25 
However, an English bishop and progressive theologian explains the 
council's view in such a fashion as to distinguish between "salvation truths" 
in Scripture that are inerrant and non-salvific material (historical and 
scientific statements) that are not.26 This definition breaks with the historic 
position of the church. 


LIBERAL BIAS CONCERNING INERRANCY 


Evangelicals will remember the controversy that occurred in our community 
surrounding the understanding of what it means to declare that the Bible is 
"inerrant." Some evangelicals held to "limited inerrancy," meaning the 
Scriptures are inerrant when addressing salvific matters, but not necessarily 
so when non-salvific statements are made. Liberal Protestants have the same 
agenda as their Catholic compatriots. 


Vatican II dealt with the issue of inerrancy in the "Dogmatic Constitution on 
Divine One translation from the Latin text is found in a volume edited by 
Walter M. Abbott, S.J., and is the one preferred by liberal scholars.28 The 
translation that Roman Catholic traditionalists believe best represents the 
original text is the one edited by Austin Flannery, The Abbott treatment of 
the text in question is misleading in that it relocates a key phrase in the Latin 
text, transforming it from a purposive, explanatory clause "for the sake of 
our salvation" to a restrictive clause. The Flannery translation following the 


Latin text, renders the sentence as follows: 


God, for the sake of our salvation, wished to see confided to the sacred 
Scriptures.30 


In this rendering, the placement of the clause makes it explanatory; it 
explains the purpose for which God recorded his truth in sacred Scripture. It 
was to facilitate our salvation. 


The Abbott translation, however, renders the sentence as follows: 


error that truth which God wanted put into the sacred writings for the sake of 
our salvation.31 


Notice that the relocation of the clause in question changes its purpose from 
an explanatory sense and becomes instead a restrictive clause, indicating that 
Scripture teaches without error only that truth that is salvific in nature. Other 
assertions made by Scripture are not guaranteed to be true. 


We have examined this problem at length to prove a point that some 


evangelicals overlook in their zeal to refute Roman Catholics. The official 
position of traditional Roman Catholicism concerning the authority of Holy 


inerrant (see chap. 1). Just as we would take offense if someone confused 
the theological position of Henry Emerson Fosdick with that of B. B. 
Warfield, so we should realize that Hans Kung is informed by_a different 
theological impulse than, say, Cardinal Ratzinger.32 


SOME RESULTS OF VATICAN II 


We will touch briefly on a few topics that were addressed in the Council 
under "Separated Brethren." Here a more tolerant and open attitude was 
displayed at Vatican II concerning non-Roman Catholic Christians. "The 
relationship between Rome and non-Catholic Christians has for sometime 
not been the same as it was at Florence, for instance, where the Church was 
distinguished from heretics and schismatics as sheep from goats."33 The 


be "members of the Church in a certain sense without being members of the 


institution.""34 Thus, non-Roman Catholic believers could belong to the 
"soul" while being absent from the "body." 


Liturgical Renewal. Efforts were also made to emphasize that the "church" 
is not only the pope and the hierarchical structure but all the people of God- 
laity as well as clergy. Lay ministry (women as well as men) was expanded 
and encouraged. 


Collegiality. Further, there was an increased awareness of shared authority 
or "collegiality." The bishops have an important role to play in the directing 
of the church. This function, however, is not to be understood as diluting the 
authority of the papacy. 


Non-Christian Religions. There has been some confusion as to what the 
council determined concerning the salvific status of non-Christian religions. 
With regard to Nostra Aetate (NA), the document dealing with this subject, a 
Lutheran scholar observes that, "For the first time, there is a recognition of 
non-Christian religions as entities that the church should respect and with 
which Christians should enter into dialogue."'3s 


Many commentators on NA maintain that it recognized non-Christian 
religions as ways of salvation. Traditional scholars disagree, believing that 
this line of interpretation reflects more the presuppositions of the individual 
thinkers than the direct teaching of the council. Their view is that, while the 
council did not recognize the salvific efficacy of other religions, it did find 
the general salvific presence of God's grace in all of God's universe (the 
concept of "general revelation"). 


The Blessed Virgin Mary. There was a concerted effort on the part of some 
traditionalists at Vatican II to devote a special document to Mary, to 
emphasize her unique role in salvation and in Catholic tradition. This effort 
failed. The council decided not to elevate Mary's status at this time. Instead, 
she is discussed in the last chapter of Lumen Gentium, the document dealing 
with the church. 


EVALUATION OF VATICAN II 


Evangelicals are faced with a bewildering amount of conflicting opinions 
concerning the determinations of Vatican II. Roman Catholic liberals (of the 


changes in theology and morals that exercise not only their more 
conservative colleagues but evangelicals as well. Views on the ordination of 
women, abortion, and the homosexual life-style come to mind. Also, 


inclusivistiduniversalistic notion of salvation being present in non-Christian 
religions is of serious import.36 


Orthodox Roman Catholics take issue with the usual "progressive" 
interpretation of Vatican II. An associate director of the Center for Pastoral 
Renewal (a Catholic charismatic group) writes: "The overriding purpose of 
the Vatican Council was to enable the Catholic Church to bear more 
effective witness to Christ in the modern world."37 But the message was 
misunderstood, and "Catholic magazines and books carried the message that 
while official Catholic teaching on various issues had not changed, it was no 
longer binding, since Vatican Council II supposedly had promulgated a new 
view of conscience (an instance of appealing to the ‘spirit' of the Council 


rather than to what was actually said)."38 


John Cardinal O'Connor is probably the premier example of traditional, 
orthodox Roman Catholicism in the United States. He has joined forces with 
evangelicals to combat the moral laxity in our culture. In a meeting between 
American archbishops and curial officials, he addressed the misconceptions 
that issued from Vatican Il: "We are still trying to recover from the chaos of 
misunderstanding and deliberate distortions. Suddenly_all the old certainties 
seemed to be in question."39 Our orthodox friends in the Roman Catholic 
Church are attempting to fight unbelief and pluralism in their communion. 
While we remain vigilant to biblical norms, evangelicals should stand with 


them whenever possible. 


THE CURRENT SITUATION 


In March 1990, John Cardinal O'Connor took on heavy-metal rock music in 
general and rocker Ozzy Osbourne in particular. He warned that "Violence is 
on the rise and heavy metal rock can trap people, especially teenagers." The 
cardinal also affirmed the existence of Satan and his influence in the world. 
Father Richard McBrien (then chairman of the theology department at the 
University of Notre Dame) disagrees. McBrien considers the idea of a 
personal Satan to be "premodern and precritical."40 Here again we are faced 
with the riddle of Roman Catholicism. 


There is a new appreciation on the part of Roman Catholics conceming the 
thinking of the Reformers. An example of this "rethinking" is a fascinating 
little volume by Dominican scholar Stephanus Pfiirtner. He finds Martin 
Luther and Thomas Aquinas much closer in their understanding of the Chris 
tian's hope of salvation than has been commonly held. Concerning the 
ground of this hope, it was for Aquinas, "no less than for Luther a vital 
relationship to God and ‘the experience’ of his personal faith." Pfi rtner 
believes that Luther's understanding of Aquinas's theological method was 


Angelicus."41 


As to his "new" direction, Harold O. J. Brown states, "It is significant that 
Roman Catholic scholars in two fields, biblical studies and church history, 
have been at the forefront of his development. Roman Catholics, turning 
more readily to the Bible itself instead of their traditional commentaries, 
have discovered it to be the legitimate source of some ‘Protestant’ ideas."42 


precisely because such scholars have stimulated a new openness, Roman 
Catholicism may be dangerously naive vis-a-vis Protestantism today. The 


Protestantism of Robinson is not that of Luther, nor is Pike's anti- 
Catholicism anything like that of Calvin."43 


Concerning Luther and his understanding of the work of the Holy Spirit in 
sanctification, contemporary Roman Catholic scholar Jared Wicks concludes 


stimulated and enriched by Luther's insights."44 


On the evangelical side, there has been a revived appreciation of the work of 


Thomas Aquinas: An Evangelical Appraisal.46 There are also many young 
evangelical thinkers who have a great appreciation for Aquinas, including 
Indeed, Miethe is now the co-editor of the authoritative work on Thomistic 
writings.47 In fact, having read Aquinas more carefully, even the noted 
Reformed philosopher Alvin Plantinga is more friendly to Aquinas. 


Also, some evangelicals are renewing their interest in liturgy. In a 
contemporary Roman Catholic magazine, a P.C.A. (Presbyterian Church of 
American) pastor writes that many evangelical congregations are 
"entertainmentdrenched." The purpose of worship is "not entertainment for 
believers. Worship is designed to be entertaining to God, to please and 
delight Him. God is the audience in worship."48 Therefore, these 
Presbyterians have "tested the traditional liturgies of the Church by the 
standard of Scripture and have found them sound in many important 
respects."49 


What then does the face of modern Roman Catholicism look like? Just as it 
is possible to distinguish different varieties within Protestantism, so it is 
within the Roman Catholic Church. Allowing for some overlap, first, there 


are the traditionalists. These devotees have been said to be "more Catholic 


is blurring the parameters of Roman Catholic orthodoxy. The ultra- 
traditionalists are firm in their defense of Tridentine Catholicism and prefer 
that the mass be recited in Latin. They_are few in number and not very 
influential and may be compared in demeanor with the more radical wing of 
the Protestant fundamentalist movement.50 


Next are the conservatives. This is historic Roman Catholicism and most of 
the scholars and clergy we have quoted with approval belong to this group. 
They resist all forms of revisionism and liberalism in theological matters and 
have joined forces with evangelicals in opposing a number of secularist 
trends in our culture.51 


Liberal Catholics have adapted positions common to their liberal 
counterparts in mainline Protestantism. In addition to reinterpreting 


particular Catholic dogmas, they often go further and reject basic 
Christianity, such as the authority of Scripture and the orthodoxy of the 
councils and creeds. They are outspoken in their criticism of Pope John 
Paul, who has attempted to curtail their influence. 


We have alluded to the fact that many (if not most) American Roman 
Catholic theologians are of the liberal/progressive persuasion. Robert B. 


(Ralph MacKenzie) that mention of John Cardinal Ratzinger's name elicits 
hoots and hisses at the CTSA meetings.52 


Concerning ecumenicism, Harold 0. J. Brown has sound advice: "If Roman 
Catholicism is to avoid poisoning itself on the new ecumenical diet, it must 


a liberal Protestant is a more companionable and agreeable dialogue partner, 
but for a believing Catholic, it is only the evangelical Protestant who can be 
a Christian dialogue partner."55 


Charismatic Catholics are "evangelical" and share characteristics with their 
Pentecostal and charismatic brethren in Protestantism. The "Baptism of the 
Holy Spirit" and the exercise of gifts such as tongues and healing are central 
to their spiritual experience. They also cooperate with evangelicals in 
various efforts. 


Cultural Catholics make up the majority of Catholics, and are sometimes 
referred to as "cradle Catholics." These are people who, due to 
circumstances of birth and rearing, have a cultural attachment to Catholicism 
but have little or no religious conviction. Unfortunately, this group, coupled 
with the aforementioned liberal Catholics, presents the only portrait that the 
person on the street sees. It is also tragic that many clergy (including some 
bishops) are guided by this mentality. 


Lastly, we may identify folk Catholics, who are found in abundance in 
places such as Latin America and Haiti. A combination of primitive beliefs 
of an animistic nature with traditional Catholicism produces an eclectic 
religious mix. An example of the cultic nature of "folk" Catholicism was 
reported by the Associated Press. On Good Friday 1994, nineteen people 
reenacted the death of Jesus Christ by being crucified in Capitangan, 
Philippines. The report stated that, "Fourteen of the devotees were nailed to 
crosses while the others were tied to them. Attendants dressed as Roman 
centurions used slender aluminum nails soaked in alcohol to prevent 
infection." The account went on to say that the local Roman Catholic 
hierarchy_disapproves of such activity, but that "the events are so popular 
among rural peasants that the church makes little effort to discourage 


believers tend to be passionately antiCatholic, and it is difficult to convince 
them that authentic faith can be found in the Roman Catholic Church. This 
probably more than any other factor is the reason that evangelicals and 
charismatics have been so successful evangelizing in the "third world" 
nominally Catholic areas.57 


In a contemporary journal, Fr. Avery Dulles, S.J., states that there are "four 
fronts" comprising American Catholicism. They are: 


The Traditionalists. These include authors such as Ralph Martin and James 
Hitchcock. While not advocating a "ghetto mentality," they favor 
environments that transmit Catholic faith and morals. 


Neo-Conservatives. These include Catholics such as Richard John Neuhaus 
and George Weigel, who are democratic capitalists and resist statism. 


Liberal Catholics. These are thinkers such as Richard McBrien, who favor a 
restructuring that would include married priests and women in clerical 
office. 


Berrigan, and reflects such stances as voluntary poverty, radical feminism, 
and support for inclusive language referring to God as well as 


The good news is that there is a new spirit of reaching out to Protestants 
based on shared moral and biblical convictions. We conclude this discussion 
with a quote from one Roman Catholic, James Hitchcock: 


The real ecumenical task, which presents both the greatest difficulties and 
possibly the greatest rewards, is to begin explorations with the Protestant 
groups broadly called evangelical. The greatest difficulties are found here, 


compromise easily.59 
And from Peter Kreeft: 


The agreements between orthodox Protestants and orthodox Catholics are 
far more important than the agreements between orthodox Catholics and 


than the agreements between orthodox Protestants and liberal Protestants.60 
APPENDIX 

E 

BAPTISMAL REGENERATION 


While not unique to Catholicism, the sacrament of baptismal regeneration 
has a unique role in the Catholic faith. Some Protestants (such as Lutherans, 
Anglicans, and Methodists) hold to the fact of baptismal regeneration, but 
not in the same way that Catholics do, since they believe it is a cause of 
grace (see chap. 13). These differences make the criticism of baptismal 
regeneration more damaging for Catholics. 


WHY BAPTISMAL REGENERATION IS CRUCIAL TO 
CATHOLICISM 


There are many reasons why the rejection of baptismal regeneration is more 
fatal to Roman Catholicism as a system. First, only Catholicism 
institutionalizes baptism in a unique way (see chap. 13). Second, only 


Catholicism sees baptismal regeneration as the way adults receive initial 
justification. Third, Catholicism sees no necessity for forensic justification 
in contrast to baptismal regeneration. Fourth, there is no tension in 
Catholicism between baptismal regeneration and initial justification by faith 
alone, as there is in Lutheranism. Finally, only Catholicism proclaims this 
doctrine infallibly; therefore they have more to lose if it is wrong. Thus, 
while the following critique applies to some forms of Protestantism, it is 
even more damaging for Catholicism. Baptismal regeneration is not an 
essential belief for those Protestants who hold it; in fact, they find significant 
tension between it and their basic Protestant principle of "faith alone." 
However, baptismal regeneration naturally fits with and is essential to 
Catholicism. That is, Protestantism can live without it (e.g., Reformed and 
Baptist churches), but Catholicism cannot. For this reason the following 
criticisms apply uniquely to Catholicism. 


Catholic theology insists on the necessity of baptismal regeneration. This is 
evident both from the official pronouncements on the topic and from the 
biblical text Catholics use to support it. 


ARGUMENT FOR THE NECESSITY OF BAPTISM 


The Council of Trent declared: "If anyone shall say that natural water is not 
necessary for baptism, and on that account those words of our Lord Jesus 
Christ: “Unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Spirit' (John 3:5), 


are distorted into some sort of metaphor; let him be anathema."1 And, 

that is, not necessary_for salvation: let him be Baptism properly_administered 
is a once-for-all act, not to be repeated.3 However, like some Protestants 
(e.g,, Arminians), Catholics believe baptism is not a guarantee of salvation, 
for even the regenerate can lose their salvation.’ 


What is more, the Council of Trent declared that "If anyone shall say that 


reached the years of discretion, are to be rebaptized ... let them be 
anathema."5 This is crucial to the debate between Catholics and 


evangelicals. For, according to Catholics, "Baptism confers the grace of 


baptism or any other righteous work (act).' Since baptismal regeneration is a 
de fide pronouncement of the Catholic faith it is not negotiable. The Council 
of ‘Trent declared: "If anyone denies that by the grace of our Lord Jesus 
Christ which is conferred in Baptism, the guilt of original sin is remitted; or 
even assert that the whole of that which has the true and proper nature of sin 
is not taken way... let him be anathema."8 This, of course, does not mean 
that one becomes sinless at baptism but that all of the guilt of original sin 
and actual sin are forgiven at baptism. The desire to sin (which is the stain of 
sin), however, remains and will result in future sinful behavior. 


Elaborating on the Catholic dogma of justification by baptism, noted 
Catholic authority Ludwig Ott comments: 


As justification consists, negatively, in the remission of sin, positively, in the 
sanctification and renewal of the inner man (D 799), so Baptism, provided 


ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


Catholics offer a host of texts to support their belief in salvation by baptism, 
which includes infant salvation, since infants are considered proper 
candidates of baptism. Ott summarizes the case this way: 


eradicating sin and of effecting inner sanctification. Acts 2,38: "Do 
penance: and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for 


18.10 


ARGUMENT FROM TRADITION 


tradition in support of baptismal regeneration. Ott claims that "From the 
very_beginning Tradition ascribes to Baptism the same effects. The author 
of the Barnabas Letter says: “We descend into the water full of sins and filth 
and we arise from it bearing fruit as we have in our hearts the fear of God, 
and in our spirits hope in Jesus' (LI, H)."11 Justin, Tertullian, and Cyprian are 


also cited in support of salvation through baptism. 


PROTESTANT RESPONSE TO CATHOLIC ARGUMENT 
FOR BAPTISMAL REGENERATION 


Since Catholics offer many Scriptures in support of their belief in baptismal 
regeneration, we will respond to them first before arguing that salvation is 


made from different texts we will concentrate on the most important ones. 


RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT FROM SCRIPTURE 


Since Protestants believe that the Bible alone is sufficient for faith and 
practice, they take seriously any attempt by Catholics to support their 
doctrines from Scripture. And while the authors acknowledge that some 
Protestants (e.g., Anglicans and Lutherans) believe in _ baptismal 
regeneration, we believe the Reformed/Baptist rejection of this doctrine is a 
more consistent Protestant approach. 

Acts 2:38. Ludwig Ott uses this often cited text (from the Douay 
baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of 
your sins. And you shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost." Several points 
should be made in response to the use of this verse. 

First, the outmoded and inaccurate translation "do penance" (following 
the Latin Vulgate) has been corrected by almost all modern and 
contemporary translations, including those done or approved by Catholics. 
The New American Bible, St. Joseph Edition, which is approved by the 


National Conference of Catholic Bishops, renders it correctly as "Repent 
and be baptized," as do the Catholic New Jerusalem Bible and the Revised 
Standard Version Catholic Edition. This eliminates the mistaken idea that 
any works are necessary as a condition for receiving the gift of the Holy 
Spirit. 

Second, people are "born again" by receiving God's word (cf. 1 Pet. 
1:23), and Peter's audience "accepted" his word before they were baptized 
(Acts 2:41). 

Third, elsewhere in Acts those who believed Peter's message clearly 
received the Holy Spirit before they were baptized. Peter said, "Can anyone 
withhold the water for baptizing these people who have received the holy 
Spirit even as we have?" (Acts 10:47).14 


"Whoever believes and is baptized will be saved" (Mark 16:16), because 
baptism should follow belief. Nowhere does it say, "whoever is not baptized 
will be condemned." Yet Jesus said emphatically that "whoever does not 


gospel that saves us (Rom. 1:16). Therefore, baptism is not part of what 
saves US. 


deeds we had done but because of his mercy, he saved us" (Titus 3:5). 
Hence, we are not saved by baptism.17 


entire Gospel of John misleads on the central purpose for which it was 
written.18 


"because of." In this case, water baptism would be called for because they 
had been saved, not in order to be saved. Even in the broader sense of "with 
a view to" the view could be backwards to the fact that they_had been saved, 
baptism being a later outward manifestation of it.19 

Finally, even if "for" is taken in the sense of "in order to" this text does 


not a question of their getting saved; they already were saved. What they 
were promised here after water baptism as Christians was "the gift of the 


and 19) that the church grew in great numbers (Acts 2:41, 47). The converts 
of the evangelist Philip are a case in point. Even though he had preached to 


was not referring to being justified (or regenerated) in Acts 2:38, but rather 
of their repentance and baptism as a Christian. This was a condition of their 
receiving the special gift of the Holy Spirit that empowered them to speak 
supematurally in languages unknown to them (cf. Acts 2:4, 8) and to 
witness with great boldness (Acts 1:8; cf. 4:1-20). 

In brief, this oft cited text does not support the Roman Catholic doctrine 
of baptismal regeneration. Rather, consistent with the rest of Scripture, it 
teaches that people have to "repent" or "accept the message" in order to be 
saved. Baptism is merely an outward sign of an inward reality that came 
"by grace through faith" and not by any "works of righteousness," including 
baptism. 

John 3:5. Jesus said, "no one can enter the kingdom of God without 
being born of water and Spirit." Although this is a favorite text of those 


who believe in baptismal regeneration, it says nothing about baptism or it 
being a condition of salvation. 

First, baptism is not necessary for salvation. Salvation is by grace 
through faith and not by works of righteousness (Eph. 2:8-9; Titus 3:5-6). 
But baptism is a work of righteousness (cf. Matt. 3:15). So, baptism is no 
more necessary for being saved than is any other "work of righteousness." 


Whatever Jesus meant by_this disputed text, he clearly did not mean that 
infant baptism was a condition of salvation. For one thing, he was speaking 
here to an adult-Nicodemus the Pharisee-and not to or about children. 
Infants cannot consciously_"accept" or "believe" as Jesus called on 
Nicodemus to do (John 3:11-12,_15-16).22 Furthermore, if baptism is 
specified here as a condition of salvation, then it is contradictory to 
everything else in the entire Gospel of John which says "that everyone who 
believes in him [Christ] might not perish but might have eternal life" (John 
3:16; cf. vv. 18, 36). What is more, all of the believe-only verses are not 
limited to this sermon. They are scattered throughout the whole of John's 
Gospel (e.g., John 5:24; 6:35; 7:38; 8:24; 9:35; 10:38; 11:26; 12:44-48; 
20:31). By any good rule of interpreting Scripture one unclear and disputed 
text should not be taken in any sense contrary to that conveyed clearly over 
and over by the same author and the rest of Scripture. 

There are three basic ways to understand this text, none of which involve 
baptismal regeneration of anyone and certainly not of children. Some 
believe Jesus was speaking of the water of the womb, since Nicodemus had 
just mentioned a mother's womb in the preceding verse. If so, then Jesus 
was saying "unless you are born once by water (at your physical birth) and 
then again by the Spirit at your spiritual birth, you cannot be saved." This 
also fits with his statement that "what is born of flesh is flesh [physical 
birth] and what is born of the spirit is spirit [spiritual birth]" (3:6). 

Others take "born of water" spiritually to refer to the washing of "water 
with the word" (cf. Eph. 5:26). They note that Peter refers to being "born 
anew ... through the living and abiding word of God" (1 Pet. 1:23), the very 
thing John is speaking about in John 3:3-7. So this interpretation is possible 
both in the immediate context and in the broader context of usage of 
"water" as the Word of God elsewhere in Scripture. 


Still others think that "born of water," while not referring to Christian 
baptism, refers to the baptism of John mentioned earlier (John 1:26). John 
said he baptized with water, but Jesus would baptize by the Spirit (cf. Matt. 
3:11), saying "repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand" (Matt. 3:2). If 
this is what is meant, then when Jesus said they must be "born of water and 
Spirit" (John 3:5) he meant that the Jews of his day had to undergo the 
baptism of repentance by John and also the baptism of the Holy Spirit (Acts 
1:5) before they could "enter the kingdom of God." Being "born of water" 
(i.e., being baptized by John) was not enough, for John's baptism was not 
Christian baptism, as is proven by the fact that those who were baptized by 
John were rebaptized as Christians by the apostles (Acts 19:1-5). So, 
whatever this passage means, it does not mean that Christian baptism is a 
necessary condition for regeneration. 

Finally, the fact that many of the early Fathers understood this as a 
reference to baptism is not decisive for numerous reasons. First of all, only 
the Bible is infallible, not the Fathers; the Fathers had many mistaken and 
conflicting interpretations of Scripture. Second, even if baptism is meant, it 
may be a reference to the baptism of John and not to any Christian 
baptismal regeneration. Third, since baptism was so closely associated with 
belief, following immediately upon it, it is understandable that many of the 
Fathers would speak of it in salvific terms. Finally, the tendency to identify 
the ritual with the reality, the symbol with substance, is a common error in 
religion. The New Testament constantly warned against it (Matt. 15:3-6; 
23:23-28; 2 Tim. 3:5). It is understandable that as Christianity became more 
institutionalized errors like this would occur (cf. 2 Tim. 3:5). 

Titus 3:5-7. Paul's reference here to the "washing of regeneration" (AV) 
is clearly not a reference to water baptism. First, contrary to the 
mistranslation of the Catholic New American Bible, the word "baptism" 
(Gk: baptizo) does not occur in this text. Here the word loutrou is used, 
which means "washing or cleansing." Second, the clue that it is a figurative 
use of the term "washing" is that it is the "washing of regeneration." That is, 
a regeneration kind of washing, namely, a spiritual washing. Third, this 
passage makes it absolutely clear that we are saved by God's mercy and not 
by any "righteous deeds" which we have done (vv. 5-6). Fourth, baptism is 
a righteous act or deed. Hence, it could not be part of what saves us. Fifth, 


Paul is borrowing an image from the Old Testament laver which was used 
for cleansing of the priest before he entered the Holy Place, an image that 
here refers to a believer's spiritual cleansing before he enters the presence of 
God and not to the regeneration of an unbeliever. 

Acts 22:16. When Ananias told Paul to "be baptized at once and wash 
away your sins" he could not have been referring to any actual washing 
away of sins but only to a symbolic cleansing from them. First, the apostle 
was already converted earlier on the road to Damascus (cf. Acts 9). At this 
point he had acknowledged Jesus as his "Lord," something he told the 
Roman Christians was the means of salvation (Rom. 10:9-10; cf. 1 Cor. 
12:3). 

Second, the reason God gave for going to Ananias was not to be saved 
but to be sent. It was not to be converted but to be commissioned. The text 
says Clearly, "get up and go into the city and you will be told what you must 
do" (Acts 9:6). And this is precisely what happened, for here Ananias told 
Saul, "for you will be his witness before all" (Acts 22:15). 

Third, the manner and wording of Paul's repeated testimony of his 
conversion experience make it clear that it was here that he was regenerated 
and justified, not at his baptism (cf. Acts 9:3-6; 22:6-8; 26:13-18). Indeed, 
in the last reference Paul even mentions that his message to the nations 
about what happened to him should be one about "the forgiveness of sins" 
(Acts 26:18), something he could scarcely testify about unless he himself 
had received it in his conversion experience. 

Fourth, since Paul's actual forgiveness of sins took place on the road to 
Damascus, the reference to forgiveness of sins later at his baptism must be 
symbolic or figurative. This fits perfectly with what Paul later told the 
Roman Christians about baptism, namely, that it is a figure or likeness of 
what takes place to us at the moment of salvation. "We have grown into 
union with him through a death like his, we shall also ... in the resurrection" 
(Rom. 6:5). Since it is Jesus' actual death and resurrection by which we are 
saved (Rom. 4:25; 10:9-10; 1 Cor. 15:1-4), then baptism can only be a 
representation of this salvation; it cannot be the moment of the salvation 
itself. Baptism is an outward sign of an inward reality. It is a figurative 
representation of the washing away of our sins. It symbolically does to the 
body outwardly what the blood of Christ actually does to the soul inwardly. 


Finally, whenever there is any question as to whether or not a passages like 
this should be taken figuratively, one must appeal to other clear passages. 
But these, as we have seen, inform us emphatically that salvation is by faith 
alone. 

1 Peter 3:21. Peter's reference to a "baptismal bath" by which we are 
"saved" is often used to support the Catholic dogma of baptismal 
regeneration. However, the text taken in its proper context yields no such 
conclusion. For one thing, Peter makes no reference to being saved from 
original sin in this passage, which is what Catholics claim occurs in 
baptism. Further, it is evident that what one is being saved from in baptism 
is a bad "conscience." Since baptism is a command of Christ (Matt. 28:18- 
20), any Christian who knowingly remains unbaptized is living in 
disobedience to Christ. The only thing that will save that person from a bad 
conscience resulting from this disobedience is baptism. Finally, the 
prototype (Noah in the ark) of which baptism is said to be the antitype here 
is contrary to baptismal regeneration. For Noah was regenerated (i.e., 
received initial righteousness) long before he went into the ark (Gen. 6:9; 
Heb. 11:7). In point of fact, Noah is called a "truly just" or "righteous" man 
before the flood (Gen. 7:1). Since baptism is the antitype of the waters of 
the flood, it is clear that it came after one is saved, not before, in Noah's 
case. 

Other Texts. Most other texts offered by Catholics actually say nothing 
about water baptism. Indeed, often the word "baptism" does not even 
appear in the text. The term "washing" is used figuratively or symbolically 
(e.g., 1 Cor. 6:11). At other times neither baptism nor washing of any kind 
is mentioned in the text, so there is no need to even reply to their use in 
support of Catholic teaching on this point (e.g., 1 John 3:9; 5:18). 

The use of Romans 6:3-6 calls for brief comment, since it refers to 
baptism "into Christ," a phrase often referring to the status of the saved in 
the New Testament. It should be noted first that not all scholars agree that 
water baptism is in view here. They note the absence of any reference to 
water, the reference to baptism with the Spirit elsewhere (Acts 1:5; 1 Cor. 
12:13), and the fact that Paul is here speaking of our position in Christ, 
namely, one that denotes a true believer. 


rather that they_were identified with him as they_passed through the Red 
Sea. It is important to observe that noted Catholic authority Ludwig Ott 
believes that girls were saved in the Old Testament without circumcision, 
which they_believe to be the Old Testament correlative of baptism, even 


though he affirmed that "During the period from Abraham to Moses, 


means of purification from original sin."24 In fact, even Abraham, with 
whom God first instituted circumcision, was saved by faith (Gen. 15:6; cf. 
Rom. 4:9) before he was circumcised (Gen. 17). 


CONCLUSION 


Baptism is not absolutely essential to salvation-as acknowledged by the 
Catholic concept of baptism by desire. Salvation is obtained by faith and 
faith alone. To he sure, justification by faith alone causes some tension for 
Protestants who believe in infant baptism.25 Martin Luther, for example, 
believed that it has been "practiced since the beginning of the church" and 
originates "from the apostles and has been preserved ever since their 
time."26 However, "Luther freely_admitted that infant baptism is neither 


asked _to answer in the place of the child being baptized whether he 
believes."28 However, to preserve the idea that we are saved not by. 
another's faith but by our own, he later began to teach that infants 


themselves believe when they _are baptized. For instance, he refers to "John 
the Baptist who believed while in the womb of his mother."29 


God's word and commandment."30 On this point of doctrine, Martin Luther 
was much closer to the Roman Catholic view than that of the other 
Reformers and he vigorously opposed the Anabaptists who rejected infant 
baptism, insisting that New Testament baptism was only for those old 
enough to believe (Mark 16:15-16; Acts 2:38; 10:45-47). 

The Reformed view of infant baptism is closely linked with the Old 
Testament idea of covenant. While the New Testament neither directly 
commands nor forbids infant baptism, "The debate centers on questions 
surrounding the meaning of baptism and the degree of continuity between 
the Old Covenant and the New Covenant."3' Reformed Christians find a 
parallel between infant baptism and circumcision in the Old Testament. The 
point_is made that in the case of Abraham he came to faith prior to his 
circumcision while his son Isaac "received the sign of his faith before he 
had the faith that the sign signified."32 Thus, the purpose of infant baptism 
But baptism is not the means of faith, only a sign of it-even though it is 
done in advance. 


The following quote summarizes the matter: 


If the convert is fit for baptism he already _knows what God's 


with God through our Lord Jesus Christ. Baptism will assure him 
afresh of these highest of all blessings, but it does not create them.34 


APPENDIX 
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THE COLSON-NEUHAUS DECLARATION 


INTRODUCTION 


When the document in question was published, it caused a furor in 
evangelical and Roman Catholic circles. The statement, Evangelicals and 
Catholics Together: The Christian Mission in the Third Millennium (ECT), 
March 29, 1994, was drafted by Richard John Neuhaus, Charles Colson, 
George Weigel, and Kent Hill. Neuhaus is a former Lutheran pastor who is 
now a Catholic priest; Colson, a Southern Baptist who founded Prison 
Fellowship; Weigel, a Catholic philosopher; and Hill, president of Eastern 
Nazarene College. 


CONTENTS OF THE DECLARATION 


The introduction of the statement makes clear that while crafted by 
evangelicals and Roman Catholics, it cannot "speak officially for our 
communities." However, since secularism presents such a threat in the 
modern world, areas of spiritual commonality and moral cooperation need 
to be explored. 


SECTION I 


"We Affirm Together" states "Jesus is Lord.... And there is salvation in no 
one else (Acts 4)." Further, "We affirm together that we are justified by 
grace through faith because of Christ." And "All who accept Christ as Lord 
and Saviour are brothers and sisters in Christ." The Apostles' Creed "we can 
and hereby do affirm together as an accurate statement of Scriptural truth." 


SECTION II 


"We Hope Together" indicates the common desire that "all people will 
come to faith in Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior." Further, "Unity and love 
among Christians is an integral part of our missionary witness to the Lord 
whom we serve (John 13)." Thus, "As evangelicals and Catholics, we pray 


that our unity in the love of Christ will become even more evident as a sign 
to the world of God's reconciling power. Our communal and ecclesial 
separations are deep and long standing. We acknowledge that we do not 
know the schedule nor do we know the way to the greater visible unity for 
which we hope. ... We do know that God ... intends that we also be in 
communion with one another." 


SECTION III 


"We Search Together" is a joint venture "for a fuller and clearer 
understanding of God's revelation in Christ and his will for his disciples." 
The signatories confess: "We do not presume to suggest that we can resolve 
the deep and long standing differences between evangelicals and 
Catholics.... [However] Not all differences are authentic disagreements, nor 
need all disagreements divide." 


"Among points of difference in doctrine, worship, practice, and piety 
that are frequently thought to divide us are these”: 


¢ "The church as an integral part of the Gospel or the church as a 
communal consequence of the Gospel. 


¢ The church as visible communion or invisible fellowship of true 
believers. 


¢ The sole authority of Scripture (sofa scriptura) or Scripture as 
authoritatively interpreted in the church. 


¢ The sole freedom of the individual Christian or the Magisterium 
(teaching authority) of the community. 


¢ The church as local congregation or universal communion. 


¢ Ministry ordered in apostolic succession or the priesthood of all 
believers. 


¢ Sacraments and ordinances as symbols of grace or means of grace. 


¢ The Lord's Supper as eucharistic sacrifice or memorial meal. 


¢ Remembrance of Mary and the saints or devotion to Mary and the 
saints. 


¢ Baptism as sacrament of regeneration or testimony to regeneration." 


This list is by no means complete and the differences have, in some cases 
been misstated. 


SECTION IV 


"We contend together" states that "In the exercise of these public 
responsibilities there has been in recent years a growing convergence and 
cooperation between Evangelicals and Catholics. We thank God for the 
discovery of one another in contending for a common cause. Much more 
important, we thank God for the discovery of one another as brothers and 
sisters in Christ." So, "Together we contend for the truth that politics, law, 
and culture must be secured by moral truth." Thus, "Christians individually 
and the church corporately also have a responsibility for the right ordering 
of civil society," such as opposing pornography, homosexual practices, 
abortion, and "Together we contend for the truth that politics, law, and 
culture must be secured by moral truth." 


SECTION V 


"We Witness Together" states that "the achievement of good will and 
cooperation between Evangelicals and Catholics must not be at the price of 
the urgency and clarity of Christian witness to the Gospel." However, 
"There is a necessary distinction between evangelizing [non-Christians] and 
what is today commonly called proselytizing or “sheep stealing."’ For "in 
view of the large number of non-Christians in the world and the enormous 
challenge of our common evangelistic task, it is neither theologically 
legitimate nor a prudent use of resources for one Christian community to 
proselytize among the active adherents of another Christian community." 
Thus, "We condemn the practice of recruiting people from another 


community for purposes of denominational or _ institutional 
aggrandizement." 


The "Conclusion" states that "We do not know, we cannot know, what 
the Lord of history has in store for the Third Millennium." However, "We 
do know that this is a time of opportunity-and ... responsibility-for 
Evangelicals and Catholics to be Christians together in a way that helps 
prepare the world for the coming of him to whom belongs the kingdom, the 
power, and the glory forever. Amen." 

Signatories to the declaration included noted persons across the 
evangelical spectrum, such as Elizabeth Achtemeier, Bill Bright, Os 
Guinness, Thomas Oden, J. I. Packer, and Pat Robertson. Among Roman 
Catholic signatories were William Bentley Ball, James Hitchcock, Peter 
Kreeft, Ralph Martin, and John Cardinal O'Connor. 


REACTION TO THE DECLARATION 


THE DAVE HUNT STATEMENT 


Response to this document was immediate and spirited. From the far right 
sector of the evangel ica Ufundamentalist spectrum came the reactions of 
document overturns the Reformation and does incalculable damage to the 
cause of Christ." Further, "the document represents the most devastating 


result of this historic development will be to prevent the gospel from being 


presented to lost millions who have now been wrongly reclassified by 
evangelical leaders as Christians."1 


THE CURE EVALUATION 


Closer to the center of the evangelical spectrum came a more measured but 
critical evaluation. In their journal Modern Reformation, Christians United 
for Reformation (CURE) produced a critical review of ECT. 


Opening on a positive note, the review states that "Protestants have much 
to learn from Rome's mature reflections in the realm of moral philosophy, 
metaphysics, epistemology, and the like." Negatively, the Decrees and 
Canons of the Council of Trent, which are authoritative for Roman 
Catholics, take a stance in opposition to the unchanging gospel of Christ. 

Each affirmation in ECT is examined and found wanting. For example in 
Section I, "We affirm together that we are justified by grace through faith 
because of Christ" is incomplete because the Reformed qualifier sola (“only" 
or "alone") is missing. They insist that "The doctrine of justification by grace 
alone through faith alone because of Christ alone has since the Reformation 
been acknowledged by mainstream Protestants as “the article by which the 
church stands or falls,’ and the tenet that distinguishes a true from a false 
church.... The Council of Trent anathematized those who embrace this 
doctrine." They add, "[WJe see justification by faith alone as an essential of 
the Gospel on which radical disagreement continues, and we deny the 
adequacy of any version of the Gospel that falls short at this point." 

Section II presents Christ as example while Reformed theology under 
stands him first as mediator. In Section HI is found a list of ten major 
differences that the CURE evaluation pronounces to contain "false 
dilemmas" and deals with "secondary issues." One problem addressed is the 
confusion between "baptistic" and Reformed/Lutheran distinctives. Hence, 
"The reformers and their descendants were set in opposition not only to 
Rome's magisterial authority, but also to the individualistic and subjective 
claims of the Anabaptist radicals." 

In Section IV there are "many shared assumptions" that may lead to 
cooperation. Indeed, they acknowledge that "The extent of the creedal 
consensus that binds orthodox Evangelicals and Roman Catholics together 
warrants the making of common cause on moral and cultural issues in 


society.... Yet it is incorrect to regard such cooperation among Christians as 
common ecclesial action in fulfilling a common ecclesial mission." For "We 
believe that cultural issues must be clearly distinguished from the mission of 
the church." The CURE reaction to Section V accuses ECT of slighting the 
Reformed emphasis on "the objective Gospel message" for a "conversion 
experience." Indeed, "To the extent that Evangelicals have replaced the 
objective emphasis ... with the subjective ... to that extent Evangelicals have 
become more closely linked to the Roman emphasis on justification as a 
process of conversion." 

In the "Conclusion" of the CURE critique, evangelicals may profit from 
and cooperate with Roman Catholic moral theologians even while they 
carefully reject Rome's errors of systematic and biblical theology. The major 
error of Rome's soteriology is that the righteousness of God "is a ‘gift,’ not in 
the sense of imputation of an alien righteousness, but in the sense of a 
revelation of communication of divine goodness somehow infused into us 
through Jesus." 

CURE's final word is that in spite of an attempt to differentiate between 
the Council of Trent and Vatican II, Rome remains unchanged on these 
crucial doctrines. The review then presents "Ten Theses for Roman 
CatholicEvangelical Dialogue," which will be commented on in the 
following section? 


THE HORTON-PACKER REVISION 


Some months after the CURE evaluation, Michael Horton, director for 
CURE, and Anglican scholar J. I. Packer produced a revised Reformed 
statement. The basic thrust of the original "Ten Theses" is softened: "We 
deny that there can be any fellowship with those [Roman Catholics) who 
openly oppose the Gospel" is replaced by a milder one-"we deny the 
adequacy of any version of the Gospel that falls short at this point." 


Other weaker statements are made too, such as "We deny that this [the 
fact that some Catholics are “brothers and sisters' in Christ despite the 
official teachings of their church] allows for joint communion or similar 
expressions of visible ecclesial union." Also, "We deny such cooperation [on 


“moral and cultural issues'] is sufficient to declare that both communions are 
engaged in a common mission, part of a common church, and witness to a 
common Gospel" is weakened to "Yet it is incorrect to regard such 
cooperation among Christians as common ecclesial action in fulfilling a 
common mission." 

The Horton-Packer revision includes an introduction and seven points, 
which can be summarized as follows: 


¢ The agreement of both parties concerning the creeds does not mean 
that complete agreement on the essentials of the gospel has been 
achieved. 


¢ Disagreement over justification by grace alone through faith alone 
because of Christ alone remains a serious obstacle. 


¢ The Vatican II statements that unbelievers may be saved by their good 
works is extremely problematic for evangelicals. 


* Consensus on moral and cultural matters are not to be understood as 
indicating a common ecclesial mission. 


¢ The Roman Catholic claim on infallibility is rejected; dogmas such as 
justification according to Trent, transubstantiation, and the various 
doctrines surrounding the person and mission of the Virgin Mary 
remain serious differences between the two groups. 


¢ While individual Roman Catholics can be our brethren in Christ, this 
does not mean that the Roman Catholic Church "in its present 
confession ... is an acceptable Christian communion." 


¢ The mission stemming from the Great Commission of our Lord 


converts." Biblically based ecclesiastical structures are essential to 
Christian formation.3 


THE TABLETALK POSITION 


magazine of the Ligonier Ministries. In the introduction, the editor states that 
Roman Catholics, "if they_believe the doctrines of their Church, are not 
Christians."4 In an article titled, "After Light, Darkness," Ligonier founder 
R. C. Sproul writes: "The Colson-Neuhaus document did not cause disunity 
but exposed a serious rift within evangelical ism."S Sproul continues: "This 


condemning the biblical 


In_ the same_periodical, John Armstrong writes that "Rome does not 
trouble us precisely because we remain diligent for the Gospel _itself."’ 
Others in this issue of TABLETALK are equally critical of the Colson- 
Neuhaus Declaration.8 


OTHER REACTIONS 


George writes a fairly positive evaluation of the ECT document.9 However, 
two months later, a more critical appraisal of ECT appeared in the same 
magazine, which warns that "we dare not gloss over certain essential 
doctrines that still separate evangelicalism and Catholicism. While this 
document addresses some of these distinctions, it presents them in ways that 


do not always accurately reflect Protestant or evangelical convictions." 10 


In May_1994 the ECT document was published in its entirety in FIRST 
THINGS, _of which Fr, Richard John Neuhaus is editor in chief, In the 
journal's "Letters to the Editor" (Nov. 1994), two communications reflect 
both sides of the issue. A Catholic nun writes, "I was amazed at the 
compromising attitude of the Catholic participants toward Evangelicals." 
Indeed, "Protestants are not one with the Catholic Church." Therefore, "The 
Catholic Church does not compromise its doctrine to accommodate 
Protestants-or 


From the evangelical side comes the following: "Thus, acknowledging 
must confess deep reservations on behalf of my evangelical brethren in 
regions where this distinctly American Christian experience is not their 
own." These evangelicals "frequently encounter_a_ virulent nationalistic 
Catholicism that is actually quite fundamentalist in the world-religious 
sense." 12 

Several of the Protestants who signed the ECT document have received 
censure from the groups they represent. John H. White, president of Geneva 
College and past president of the National Association of Evangelicals, was 
persuaded by his denomination (the Reformed Presbyterian Church of North 
America) to withdraw his name from the ECT statement. 

Another signer who received heat from his denomination was Richard D. 
Land, executive director of the Southern Baptist Christian Life Commission 
(CLC). The Foreign Mission Board trustees of the Southern Baptist Church, 


Evangelical-Catholic document_is subject to interpretations harmful to 
Southern Baptist work of global witness and missionary outreach."13 Land 
defended his endorsement of the document in question but, according to 
sources close to him, he privately regrets signing it.14 

The quarterly Touchstone has been very supportive of the ECT document. 
The statement was reproduced by them in Vol. 7.2, Spring 1994, and has 
been commented on often in the journal. 


An_associate editor of Touchstone, Patrick Henry Reardon, wrote _an 


evangelization organization, is very concerned that the Colson-Neuhaus 
statement is loaded against the Roman Catholic position.16 Reardon is criti 


also_of Michael Horton's evaluation of ECT, which appeared in Modern 
Reformation (No. 26). He states, "Iam convinced that the doctrine of 


external justification as described by Horton is a serious distortion of Holy 
Scripture.""17 Further, Reardon understand Horton to believe "that ... in order 
to_be saved, I must have not only faith but also a correct doctrine (‘some 


correct view on justification."18 

An extensive examination of the question of Roman Catholic-evangelical 
"Evangelicals are not called to view other streams within broader 
Christendom with an uncritical eye. Neither are they constrained to dissolve 
their confessional differences. God is not interested in a merger between 
Rome and Wheaton." However, "Those claiming to be a part of the Body of 
Christ__stand nevertheless under the divine mandate to promote 
reconciliation-as far_as it lies within their power-with all who profess and 
worship Jesus Christ as Lord (John 17)."20 

The Christian Research Institute (CRI) has monitored developments 
stemming from the Colson-Neuhaus statement. Indeed, its president, Hank 
Hanegraaff, a friend of Charles Colson, refused to sign the Colson-Neuhaus 
statement. While believing that some of the evangelical criticisms of ECT 


are_too harsh, CRI nevertheless voices concern about the statement _in_a 


present authors critical of Roman Catholic doctrine.22 

Discussions surrounding the ECT document and those who crafted it have 
continued. One such meeting produced a statement drafted by J. I. Packer 
and carrying the signatures of Packer, Bill Bright and Charles Colson. It was 
offered to the other original Protestant signers of ECT for their approval as 
well. 


We will summarize the points which emerged from this statement: 


1. Evangelical cooperation with orthodox Roman Catholics to advance 
the goals mentioned in ECT "does not imply acceptance of Roman 
Catholic doctrinal distinctives or endorsement of the Roman Catholic 
church system." 


2. "We understand the statement that “we are justified by grace through 
faith because of Christ,’ in terms of the substitutionary atonement and 


imputed righteousness of Christ, leading to full assurance of eternal 
salvation...." 


3. Those who profess to be Christian-Protestant, Catholic and Orthodox- 
should in addition to an orthodox creed, exhibit signs indicating new 
life in Christ. 


4. The signatories "hold that evangelism and church planting are always 
legitimate, whatever forms of church life are present already." 


5. Further theological discussions stemming from the ECT document 
should reflect the above clarifications to prevent misunderstandings of 
basic evangelical concerns. 


As a result of this meeting and this new addendum to the ECT document, 
ambiguity that existed in the original document has been addressed and "this 
new statement ... reaffirms and clarifies the gospel, which is the life of the 
church." It appears that this addendum goes _a_ significant way toward 
clearing up confusion that the original ECT document generated.23 


EVALUATION AND CONCLUSION 


POSITIVE EVALUATION 


¢ Because Roman Catholics and evangelicals share the same view on a 
number of societal and moral issues, the document is right to call for 
cooperation in these situations. 


* It correctly points to a common core of theological beliefs that unite 
believing Roman Catholics and evangelicals. (This is the thesis of Part 
One of this volume). 


* Common ideological foes of Catholics and evangelicals are identified 
(see Part Three of this volume). 


* An attempt is made to find some common ground concerning salvation 
by grace through faith (see chap. 5 of this volume). 


NEGATIVE EVALUATION 


¢ A serious problem is the document's equating the term "Roman 
Catholics" (without a qualifier, such as "believing" or "traditional") and 
evangelicals. It would be equally inappropriate to link the terms 
"Protestants" (in general, which includes nonorthodox members) and 
"believing Roman Catholics." 


¢ The document overlooks the crucial disagreements concerning the 
nature and extent of justification: grace alone, through faith alone, 
based on Christ alone. 


¢ The question of the extent of the canon should not be overlooked, since 
the Apocryphya (accepted by Catholics) supports purgatory and prayers 
for the dead (see chap. 9). 


* Questions concerning the idolatrous implications surrounding the 
worship of the consecrated host are not addressed. 


¢ Evangelical concern over inappropriate attention involved in the 
veneration of saints, images, and especially Mary is not addressed. 


¢ The statement is in many places is somewhat theologically 
unsophisticated. 


¢ A visible ecclesial union with Rome is encouraged. 


¢ The document confuses the cultural mandate (Gen. 1) with the Gospel 
mandate (Matt. 28). 


¢ Evangelization between the two groups is prohibited. 


CONCLUSION 


A number of crucial questions remain to be resolved. 


* How is the gospel to be defined? If belief in the "forensic" aspect of 
justification is demanded as a condition for receiving salvation, then 
how could people between the time of Paul and the Reformation be 
saved? 


¢ To what extent is the gospel found in official Roman Catholicism? 
Even the severest evangelical critics of the Roman Catholic Church 
admit that individual Catholics can and are saved. Is this because of or 
in spite of their church's official teaching? 


* Does Catholicism officially deny the saving gospel in principle or only 
detract from it in practice? 


¢ Were the Reformers correct in believing that after Trent Roman 
Catholicism was an apostate church, since it infallibly defined a false 
gospel (one that included meritorious works as a condition for receiving 
the gift of eternal life) as the true gospel? 


In the final analysis, then, the question is this: is Roman Catholicism 
(since Trent) a false church with significant truth in it, as the Reformers 
believed, or is it a true church with significant error in it? Since "a true 
church" must proclaim the "true gospel" (Gal. 1:8; 2:4), the answer will 
depend on what is essential to the true gospel. 

In an attempt to respond to this question three important distinctions must 
be made. First, there is a difference between whether Catholics can be truly 
saved inside their system and whether their system officially proclaims the 
true gospel. Virtually everyone recognizes that one can be saved by 
believing the gospel in spite of being part of a system that may officially 
deny essential parts of the gospel. 

Second, there is a difference between what is essential to the gospel itself 
and what is essential for people to believe about the gospel in order to be 
saved. For example, we believe that imputed righteousness is essential to the 


true gospel, but we also hold that one can be saved without believing that 
imputed righteousness (or forensic justification) is an essential part of the 
true gospel. Otherwise, few people were saved between the time of the 
apostle Paul and the Reformation, since scarcely anyone taught imputed 
righteousness (or forensic justification) during that period! That is, God has 
to impute Christ's righteousness (and make a forensic declaration of 
Justification) to people in order for them to be saved, even if they do not 
believe that he has to do so. Likewise, God can only save people "by grace 
alone through faith alone based on Christ alone," even if they do not believe 
this is necessary to the way God does it. 

Third, it is important to distinguish between what the Roman Catholic 
Church fails to affirm as essential elements of the gospel and what it actually 
denies is an essential element of the gospel. We suggest that the simple 
failure to affirm an element (say, forensic justification) is not the equivalent 
of affirming a false gospel. Rather, it is merely proclaiming an incomplete 
gospel. It seems to us that this charge is justly laid at Rome's door. 

The bottom line, then, is whether there is anything in what Roman 
Catholicism has infallibly proclaimed that denies an essential element of the 
true gospel. According to the Reformers, the answer was affirmative, since 
Catholicism denies salvation is "by grace alone through faith alone, based on 
Christ alone." For Trent demanded that meritorious works are a necessary 
condition for receiving the gift of eternal life (= entering heaven). Thus, 
while affirming the necessity of grace, Catholicism denies the exclusivity of 
grace as a condition for receiving the gift of eternal life (see chap. 12). This, 
in the eyes of historic Protestantism, is a false gospel. Whether this 
assessment is correct depends on whether the classical or Reformation 
standard is employed as the minimal test for orthodoxy. The authors favor 
the former-it is not anachronistic or exclusivistic, and is more in accord with 
the broad sweep of church history. 
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1. Sources used will for the most part be the church fathers and/or Roman Catholic writ- 
ers. Scripture cited throughout this work, unless otherwise indicated, will be from the New 
American Bible, St. Joseph Edition—with helps (New York: Catholic Book Publishing, 1986). 
This is a good translation, especially the New Testament, and it provides common ground with 
Catholics. 


The standard reference for articles of faith and morals of the Roman Catholic Church has 
been Henry Denzinger’s Enchiridion Symbolorum. The original volume was written in Latin 
and Greek and has gone through more than thirty editions. It is arranged in chronological order 
beginning with the Apostolic Creed and covers the Christian creeds, councils, and documents 
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